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OR, 
I. L0DUCTION 


To the following 


Ammayverfions. 


\O be Impuzned from without, and Betrayed from 
within, is certainl; the worſt Coniition that ets 
ther Charth or Stats can fall into ; and the be 
of Churches, :7e Church of England, has had 

experience off Both, Tt hai. been to be wifhed, and (one would 
think) might very rea/onably have been expetted, That, when 
Providence 2 599% the Work of deitroying ihe Church of 
England out of the Papilts Hands, ſome would have beer 
contented with her Prejiernients, without either attempting 
fo give up her Rites au Liturgy, or deſexting her Docarine. 
But it has proved much otherwiſe. And amongſt thoſe, who 
are juitly chargeable with the latter, I know none, who has 
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faced the World, and defied the Church with ſo bold a 
Front, as the Author of Two very Heterodox Books ; the 
ff Eztituled, A Diſcourſe concerning the Knowledge 
of Jeſus Chriſt, cc. Publiſhed in the Tear, 1674, And 
the other, A Vindication of the DoCtrine ofthe Holy and 
ever-Bleſſed Trinity, &c. Pabliſhed in the Year 1690. 
And (as one would think) Wrote purpoſely, to let the World 
ſee that the Truth cannot be ſo much ſhaken by a direct Oppo- 
ſition, as by a Treacherous, and Falſe Defence. I ſhall 
zn this Preliminary Addreſs to the Reader, paſs ſome brief 
Remarks upon both theſe Books. But firſt upon this, which 
T have here undertook to Animadvert upon. It is now of a- 
bout Three Years ſtanding in the World, and I have wonder- 
ed, even to Aftoniſhment, that a Book ſo full of Paradoxes, 
and thoſe ſo poſitively, as well 4s abſuraly delivered, could 
paſs Unanſwered for ſo long a time. For the Author, ha- 
ving therein advanced a Notion immediately and unavoida- 
bly inferring Three Gods, has yet had the Confidence not 
only to Aſſert it, but to Declare it Hereſie and Nonſence 
zo think, or hold otherwiſe ; that is, in other Words, to call 
the whole Chriſtian Church, zz al Ages and Places, Fools 
and Hereticks. For I do here averr, and will undertake to 
prove'it, (us far as a Negative may be proved) That no 
Church (kzown to us by Hiſtory, or otherwiſe) ever held 
this Notion of the Trinity before. And mnt we then be 
all Fools and Hereticks,who will not acknowledge the Three 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity to be Three diſtin Tnfi- 
nite Minds, or Spirits, that is, in other Terms, to be 
Three Gods ? And can ſo Learned, and every way Excellent 
a Clergy bear this ? For if” they could not, whence us it that 
fome Writers among# them, while they are declaring their 
diſlike of his Opinions, yet ao it with jo ſoft an Air, and ſo 


gentle a Touch, as if they were afraid either to Condemn the 


Opinion, or zo Attack the Author ? Nay, and ſome I find 


creeping 
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freeping under his Feet with the Title of Very Reverend, 
while they are charging him with ſuch Qualities and Hu- 
mours, 4s 0x8 can be, juſtly, chargeable with, and deferye 
Reverence #00. For my ownpart, I franckly own, That I 
neither Reverence, zor Fear him ; ihat is, I Rewerence 
03, who gives whole Communities azd Churches ſuch 
Words, nor Fear any One, who Writes ſuch Things, and in 
uch a manner. For even thoſe Mzan Spirits, who caz 
both Court, and Cenſure him in the ſame Brea:h, complain, 
That he gives no Quarter, where he ſuppoſes he us his Ads 
verſary upon the leet Advantage. And if this be his Way 
| and Temper never to give Quarter, I am ſure he has no 
cauſe to expett any, whatſoever he may find. But ſtill, me- 
thruks, I can hardly believe my Eyes, while I read ſach a Pet- 
tit Novelliſt Chargizg the Whole Church 2: Fools and 
Hereticks, for zot Subſcribing to a Silly, Heretical No- 
tion ſolely of his own Invention. For does he, or can he 
think to Live and Converſe in the World upon theſe Terms ? 
And to throw his Scurrility at High, and Low, at all A- 
bout him, Above him, and Below him (if there be any 
ſuch) at this inſufferable rate £ Does he, (I woald fain know ) 
in this ſpeak his [udgment, or his Breeding ? Was zt the 
School, the Univerſity, or Gravel-Lane, that taught him 
this Langnage ? Or abves he never reflett upon bimſil , or Dr. Owen, 
conſider, That though he does not, others aſſuredly will? One BR 
would think by his Words and Carriage that he had zngrofſed himſelf a- 
all Reaſon and Lear:.ing to Himſelf: Bat on the contrary, 92inſt this 
IF SY : > Author, 

that this his ſcornful looking down upon all the World beſides, 4c im 
ts rot from his ſtanding upon ary higher ground of Learning, the Cha- 

and Suficiency, than the reſt of the World; and that he racter of 


n pn - a Scoffer 
Hufts azd DiCtates at 4 much more commaniing rate than gu = 
ſurer of- 


o:her Mens Labours, Fudgments, and Expreſſions, V/hich Wirneſs of his js true, and fince 
iT 1S ſo, whether he, of whom it is true , deterves a Rbuke, or no, is left to the World: 
to judge. Owen's Vindic. P. 129, 
| he 


ol 
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he Reaſons, the peruſal of my Ninth, Tenth, and Eleventh 


Chapters will, or (I am ſure) may ſufficiently inform the 
Impartial Reader ; and ſhew him how many things there 


are in this Anthor”s Vandication , which 309 much need 


Another, but ad;nit wone, In the mean time, I av, and 


annſt declare both to himſelf, and to all others, That the fore- 


mentioned Charge of Herefie azz4 Nonſence (as he has laid 
it ) i ſo very Rude, Scandalous, and Provoking, ita: zt 


is impoſſible fer the Tongue, or Pen of Man to reply any 


Thing ſo ſeverely upon him, which the foulneſs of the ſaid 
Expreſſton will not abundantly warrant both the Speaking aud 
the Writing of. 

The Church of England #s certainly wery Merciful ; 
Mercitul {as « Great Judge ozce ſaid of  K, Charles II.) 
even to a Fault. - ' For who, by her ſilence upon what this 
Bold Man has Vi/rote, and the Encouragement he has ſince 
received, moulds xot be ſhrewdly indfted after ſore conſidera= 
ble number of Tears (if his jiuff ſhoultwfive ſo lone) to be- 
lice, that his Notiozzs were the Current Dottrine of our 
Church, or, as leaſt, of our Church-men 9: t4at time ? 
None then oppoſing them, mot over-!govin; them, ayd 
ſome countenancing and aavancing the Author of theiz ; ad, 
perhaps, for them too. This is truly the Caſe ; and 1 hoe 
to ao the Church of England ſo z:#ch Service at leaf, 2: 33 
break the Vaiverſality both of the Silence, and the preſunzed 
Acceptance, by oze pain, 71:ſ9lute and fuil Negative put in 
againſt it. For upon a de Conſideration of the Things vin 
ted by this Author, and comparing ther with the Procee?. 
ings azd 2;al of the Primitive Church 7 its Councils, T 
do from my Jeart believe, That had he lived and publiſhed 
this Book in thoſe Days, aud Aſſerted, That the Three 
Divine Perſons in the Trinity were Three diſtin Inti- 
nite Minds, or Spirits. Azd that "heir Perſonal di- 
{tinCtion conliſted only in Selt-Conſcioulneſs, and their 

Unity 
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Unity only in Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. Ard withal, That 
the Terms Eſſence, Nature, Subſtance, Perſon, ad Hy- 
poſtaſis, or Subſiſtence, &c. appled to the Godhead and 
the Divine Perſons, ſerved only to perplex, obſcure, and 
confound Mens Apprehenſions of them ; and for that cauſe 
ought to be laid aſide ; I ſay, 1 do not in the leaſt queſtion, 
but that all and every one of theſe Propoſitions, would have 
beer publickly and ſolemnly Condemned iz Council, a4 
the Author of theme ( as high as he now carries his Head, like 
a0ther Abbot Joachim) ſeverely dealt with for Aſſerting 
them ; and that upon great Reaſon. Foraſmuch, as the 
Two chief of thoſe Terms, Viz. uoia 4nd vaoyacs, Sub- 
ſtance and Subliſtence, were equally with the owcuomy it ſelf 


oppoſed by thoſe T wo grand Arian 
Herericks and Furiozs Diſt urb- 
ers of the Church, Urſgcius azd 
Valens, who with the Accom- 
plices vehemently Woutended to 
have them all wholly ſa prefſed ad 
diſuſed, So that as for the woic 
of the Father and the Son, ty 
woula have Tmayltas 8Iepmicy 
wumnuny, #0 mentions at all ro be 
made of any ſuch Thing ; aud as 
for the uwoqpan it ought via- 
[@s ovoudleca. n0t [0 much as 
ro be namea concerning any of the 
Three Perſons. Azad, as oze 


Having firſt rejeted the 
0c080t;y IN thoſe Words, To 
ftv OuGYTiOy Xj T9 OMOISTIOY CK- 
Brow , ws GANGTExOr Tv 
yenpwr., Athanaſ. de Synodis 
Avrimini & Seleucie, Tom, 1. 
P. goa. Eait. Colon, 1686. In 
the next place, p. go6. they 
proceed to caſhier the Terms. 
£014 and vawopac:s, 1n the fol- 
lowing Words. To s 0r01u% T7 
BO1IQS, OTEP ATMAEGPECYY AMO TOV 
wet [ipeoy eTEIn, aſrovueyoy 5 Tos 
Anois 0% 21S akov UTTAR ENCES M2 - 
$: a1 yerpal TSTO Teh xu01) . 


mpeos TeexaipeVnvai, * Marſh: wideuiay prin T9 Nas yire- 
Sa Enradnrep a1 aa yeapat 8dauws muvihoreuaaur Tek: 
g0ic%s Dolegs $j vis, x 5 ud: ofanra vwopacs meet males; x} -Uis 2% - 
a ys Tverold. orpatleda: For this ſee alſo Socrar. Hiſt. lib.2. 
cap. 29. and Theodoret Hiſtor. lib, 2, cap, 18, & 21. & Sozomen's: 


Fliſtor, lib. 4. cap. 18. 


| Reaſon. 
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Reaſon for this, they alledged the ſatisfattion of Tender 
Conſciences. Which ſhews, That there are ſome ſuch ten- 
der Conſciences iz the World, as (when opportunity ſerves) 
-14y put the Church, axot only to part with its Liturgy, 
Rites, 4d Ceremonies, but its very Creed a!fo {1 re 


ſake, But right, or wrong, thoſe Two Arian incendiaries 


preſſed hard for the Abolition of theſe Two Words ; as 
71s Author alſo does iz this bis Vindication; :rcading 
hereby exattly in the ſteps of thoſe Bleſſed Leaders ; wio, no 
doubt, underſtood the Interet of their baſe Cauſe well enough, 
ard were both Selt-Conſcious, ava Mutually-Conſcious, 
how much they ſerved the deſign, they drove at, by what they 
did, And, ſince Things were ſo in former Days, whas hin= 


ders, but that in theſe latter Days likewiſe, the ſame, if not 


prevented , may happen again ? And, that One, who, (tho? he 
carries himſelf, as if he were able to teach the whole World, 


* See his Jet, for ſome certain Reaſons, profeſſes himſclf a * Learner 
Pre'ace to {t1i]) - having alreacy exploded the Terms Subſtance and 


his Caſe of 


Allegi- 


Subſiſtence, as zot to be »ſid about the Trinity, may, upon 


ance, p. 5. the winning proſrect of ſome Approaching Advantape, /as, 


line 15. 


where Advantage is the Teacher, ſome care not how long 
they continue Learners) be wery eaſily preva:led upon to 
ſend ih: opovoy hacking after its Fellows,and to abandon and 
caſt off ruut :00? For, though ſuch an One ſhould give the 
Church his Oach zo the contrary, there is no ſecurity from 
thence, bat :hat a Perpetual Learner (by a auc wa:ting upon 
Providence) zzay, all in convenient time, Learn to 7or- 
get it too: And a Self-Contradictor having freely al- 
lowed 4 T hing at one time, as freely and fully dijown it at 
ano: ner. | 
Wherefore it was, no doubt, upon a moſ+ ſerio:s conſider a- 
ion of the force of Words : Conjunition with the Tem- 


' pers of Men, That the Sixth General Council (ad 


Third of Conſtantinople) was ſo jealouſly concerned, and 


(2, 
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fo remarkably flrict to fence zeainſt all Heretical Miſchief 


O 


from that Quarter ;, as appears from the Concluding Arti- 
cle of the Synodical Sentence prozounced by the ſaid Coun- 
cil againſt the Monothelites, as we find it thus ſet dowi? 1 


the AQts thereof. Theſe Things 
therefore, being thus with the 
utmoſt care and exaQaeſs, on 
alt ces, formed and drawn up 
by us, We Decree and Ena&t, 
i 5at it ihall not be lawful tor 
any one to Produce, V\rite, 
Compoſe, Conceive, or Teach 
another Faith, or tis in any 
other way, or manner. But 
as for thoſe who ſhall preſure 
to Compoſe, or Contrive ano- 
tzer Faith, or Publiſh, Teach, 
or deliver torth anocher Cree, 
to {ucit as ſhall be ready to 
come over to the Acknowled:- 
ment of the 'F'ruth from Heca- 
theni{m, or Judailine, or any 
other Sect whatſoever, or {hail 


introduce any annuſua/ way of 


ſpeaking , or zev Iowenied 
1erzs, as tending to Stibyert 
all that has been defined by us, 
if they be Biſhops, or in Cle- 
rical Orders, we decree, "That 
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they ihall be deprived of their Biſhopricks, or ſaid Or- 
ders ; orit they be Monks, or Laymen, that they {hall 


be Anathematized. 


So that we have here a clear and fill 


Declaration of a General Council, againſt 4! Fearniag, wok 
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livering another Faith, but againſt aclivering the ſame {2 te 
zother way, or manner, than the Council had ſettled, and 
againſt the uſe of all new=Invented Terms, all xawo@wvic 
'S] 9 WW "2, "g . "pe - A , 
or epevpeors Þ A5Sews, (Selt-Conlciouſneſs, ard Murual- 
Conlcioulnets themſelves z0t excepted) arty the Fudement 
. » ; : ” gy 
of the Council, aejftructive iz their conlegueirce to the Faith 


declared ;, and all this upoa paia of Deprivation, or Ana- 


thematization, as the Quality of the Per/5z25 'cn:rremed 


ſhould happen to be. According to the rigour of 1b 1f4 Nope 


rence, and the Proceeding of the Church 2 '/-- 
table to it, Deprivation, or Suſpention, 1-4: 


4 
«<* Sa fa 
, 


have attended this Author, had he thes liv'd 246d nroguced 


his new Terms, in defiance and reproach cf 117 fey 1 ocete 
ved ones, And if ſach a puniſhment hao «ti Gf lles; 


him, he would have found, that in thoſe 2:15, *1.,. ore 
not wort either to be Sulpended, or Deprived 12 o+4:r to 
heir Promotion. 

T know «ndeed, that in the Apology lately pat out by him 
for Writing againſt the Socinians , he atters ſome Things 
contrary to what he had Aſſerted ia this his Vindication of 
the Trinity. But this the Reader ought not at all to be ſar 
prized at ; it being as Natural to ſome Men to Write as to 
Breath, ad to ContradiCt themſelves at to Write : And 
no Man of Sence , who knows this Author, will reckoz that 
he knows his Judgment, or Opinion from any Book Wrote by 
Him, any longer, than till he Writes another ; nor from that 
neither, till he has Wrote his laſt, | 

Having given the Reader this ſhort Prelibation , or 
Taſte of the Book , which Tſhall more particularly and fully 
examine preſently, I think fit to remark ſomething alſo upon 


that other Piece mentioned by me , and Entituled, A Di- 


{courſe concerning the Knowledge of Jeſus Chriſt, &c. 
A Book franght with ſuch Vile and Scandalous Reflexions 
pon God's Juſtice, with reference to Chriſt's SatisfaQtion, 

| that 
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that it may deſervedly paſs for a Blaſphemous Libel «pox 
both. Aud I do ſeriouſly think, that never was any Book 
Licenſed, Publiſhed, azd ſuffered to paſs Uncontrolled, 
more to the Diſgrace of the Church of England than this, 
which the Reader will quizkly ſee upon his Reading ſome Paſ- 
ſages of it ; which, I am ſure, if he be but Chriltianly di- 
ſpoſed, be cannot do, but with extreme Horrour, But be- 
fore I dire& the Reader to his Blaſphemies,T ſhall lay before 
him one Grand leading Abſurdity, which utterly Evacuates 
and Overthrows the whole DotQtrine of Free Grace, axd the 
Redemption of Mankind thereby ; and indeed, by 
Conſequence, the whole Oeconomy of the Chriſtian Reli- 
T10N, 

. And it is that Wonderful Aſſertion concerning the Good- 
neſs of God, iz Page 44. of his Knowledge of Chrift, 
viz, That it is not poſſible to underſtand what Good- 
neſs 15, without Pardoning Grace. Now certain it ts, 
that Natural Reaſon, by its own lizht, is able from the 
Common Works of God's Provide to colleft the 


Knowledge of God's Goodneſs; as Sr. Paul expreſly rold 


thoſe Heathens of Lycaonia, Atts 14. 17. 4nd therefore, 
zf the Knowledge w/ God's Goodneſs, xeceſſarily implies 
zn it, the Knowledge of Pardoning Grace, #t will follow, 
That the Heathens by underſtanding one from the Works of 
Providence, muſt needs underitand and know the other al- 
ſo; and conſequently, that the Knowledge of Pardoning 


Grace is not owing to Revelation, nor the Goſpel zeceſſary 


to make a Diſcovery of it to Mankind. A Bleſſed Principle, 
and Foundation, no doubt, to eſtabliſh the New-deſigned 
Scheme of a Natural Religion «por ! For it ts not unknown, 
what Projetts were oz foot amonz ſt ſome, when this Book 
was Wrote, though the Author had the ill Iuck to be left in 
the Lurch, and not ſeconded in the Attempt. 
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But in oppoſition to this Paganiſh Aſertion, I do here 
affirm, That if God may be Good, and that, both as to 
the Eſſential Artrribute of his Gooareſs, and as to the a- 
Etual Exerciſe of the ſame, without the Pardon of Sy, 
then it isnot 22poſ/ible to underitand the Goodneſs of God, * 
without Pardoning Grace. The Conſequence is evident. 
For whatſ1ever any Thing is, it is capable of being under- 
ſtood to be. Ard as for the Antecedent, that is manifeſt 
from theſe Conſiderations. 

Firſt, That God was Good, and exerted Aits of Good- 
neſs, before there was any Sin in the World, and therefore 
might be, and undoubtedly was, underſtood both as Good, 
and as exerciſing his Goodneſs, by the Angels before the 
Fall of” any of them, and for that reaſon before Pardon of 
Sin could come into Conſideration. | 

In the next Place, God had been Good, and had exyrei- 
ſed his Goodneſs, had Men and Angels beez Created Tm- 
peccable ; and, I am ſare, it is no Contradidtion to hold, 
That they might have been Originally made ſuch, as all Glo- 
rified Spirits now actually are. 

And Laſtly, God zs, and may be underſtood to be Good, 
even in reſpett of thoſe, whoſe Sins ſhall never be pardoned. 
And therefore that Afſertion of this Author, That it is not 
poſſible to underſtand what Goodneſs is. without Par- 
doning Grace, 7s apparently falſe and abſurd; as drawing 
after it One of theſe Two Conſequences. 

Firſt, That either we cannot underitand the Creation and 
Support of Angels, and of this vifble World, and particu= 
larly of Mankind, to have been Aits and Inſtances of the 
Divine Goodneſs (which yet, no. doubt, were very great 
exes.) Or, 

Secondly, That we cannot underſtand them as, ſuch, but 
by anderſtanding them alſo \to imply in them Pardoning 
Grace. Andif ſo, then, ſuppoſing the Creation of Man, 


and 


a 
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and his Sin after his Creation, and the Goodneſs of God 
remaining ſtill entire, notwithſtanding Mans Sin, (as it 
certainly did) it will follow, that Pardoning Grace, having 
(according to the forementioned Principle) a neceſſary Con- 
nexion with, or reſult from the ſaid Goodneſs, muſt have 


fallen in of courſe, and by neceſſary conſequence from thence. 


And then, Where could be the Freedom of this Grace ? Nay, 
Where could be this Grace it ſelf? For the very Nature of 
Grace conſiſts iz this, that it be an Att perfeitly Free ; ſo 


free, that God might have choſen, after Man had ſinned, 


whether he would ever have offered him any Conditions of 
Pardon, or 0; Ard if he had nat, Men might, notwith- 


ftanding that, have abundantly known and underſtood the 


Goodneſs of God, by ſeveral other Aits and Inſtances, in 
which it had ſufficiently declared it ſelf. So that the forego- 
ing Aſſertion is nothing but a groſs Paradox, and a Scurvy 
Blow at all Revealed Religion beſides, if” the Knowledge 
of Pardoning Grace could, or may be had withoat it. 


Xl 


And now after this Abſurdity preſented to the Reader*s 


Examination ; T ſhall point out to him ſome of the Blaſphe- 
mies alſo that occurr in the ſame Book. Such as are theſe 
that follow, The Juſtice of God (ays he) having glut- 
ted it ſelf with Revenge on Sin in the Death of Chriſt, 
henceforward we may be ſure he will be very kind, as 
a Revengeful Man is, when his Paſhonkis over. Kpow- 
ledge of Chriſt, P. 46. Again, the Sum of the Matter 
is, That God is all Love and Patience, when he has ta-. 
ken lus fill of Revenge ; as others uſe to ſay, That the 
Devil himſelf is very good when he is pleaſed, Pag. 47. 
Azain, The Death of Chriſt (ſays he) diſcovers the Na- 
turalneſs of Juſtice to God ; that is, That he is ſo Juſt; 
that he.has not one Dram of Goodneſs ih him, till his 
Rage and Vengeance be ſatisfied ; which, I confeſs, is 
a glorious kind of Juſtice. Ard preſently after, Now 
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the Juſtice and Vengeance of God having their Atings 
aſſigned them to the full, being glurred and fatiated 
with the Blood of Chriſt, God may pardon as many 
and great Sins as he pleaſes, P. 59. And /utable to this, 
he likewiſe calls che Method of God's ſaving Sinners upon 4 
Previous Satisfaction made to his Juſtice, as necejſary for 
the Remiſſion of Sin , God's Trucking and Bartering 
with Sin, and the Devil for his Glory, P. 52, Concern- 
ing which and the like Expreſſions uttered by this Greats 
Good Man (as a certain poor Wretch calls him) I cannot 
but out of. a due Real, and concern for that Eternal Fruth, 
by which, I hope to be Saved, declare, 121 the Tongue 
that ſhould Speak ſuch things, deſerves to Speak no 
more ; and the Hand that ſhould Writc thin, ro Write 
NO More, And great ty tt 1s, that at this ! 1; , a#d in 
' this caſe alſo , his Aſcendant had not tyed up his Hands 
Vindicati from Writing. For ſee, how one of the Leading Ditlent- 
on againſters Tſults over our Church, por occaſion of theſe Horrid 
= P47» Paſſages. Is this (ſays he) Language becoming a Son of 
4% = the Church of England? Ought it not more juſtly to have 
been expeQted from a Jew, or a Mahometan? From Ser- 
vets, Or Socinws, (from whom alſo it was borrowed) 
than from a Son of the Church, in a Book publiſhed by 
Licence and Authority ? Ard thas' he goes on, equally 
Chaſtiſing his Arrogance, and poſing his Ignorance ; 
the poor Church's Reputation all the while paying the Scores 
of both. 

hs now, if either He himſelf, or any af him ſhall 
: plead, That it was not fairly done to charge him with thoſe 
| Blaſphemies, which he may (and perhaps does) pretend to 
have been uttered by Him in the Perſon of his Advers 
fary, and as the genuine Conſequences of the DoQtrine 

maintained by him, 


To 
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To this I Anſwer, Firſt, That he, who pretends to ſpeal: 
in the Perſon of another, ought, according to all Juſtice and 
Decorum, to ſpeak only ſuch Things as that other, whom 
he perſonates, «ſes to fpeat, and conſonant to his knows, 
A 
[peFſo ? Or uſe the Expreſſions here uttered by this Author ? 
Whereas he aeclares himſelf concerning the ſaid Expreſſions 
thas, viz. That he cannot mention them without beg- 
ging Pardon for repeating ſuch horrid and deſperate 
Blaſphemies. Owen's Vindication againſt Sherlock, p. 46. 
That they were fitter for a Jew, or a Mahometan, for 

rervetus, Or Socinis, than a Son of this Church, p. 47. 
That he abhorred the Rehearſal of ſuch horrid Profane- 
nels, p. 49. That they were odious Satanical Exprobra- 
tions of the Truth of Chriſt's Satisfaction, ibid, And 
now can this Man pretend to ſpeak theſe Things in the Per- 
ſou of one who thus Abhors, Abominates, ad Deteſts 
them? The Truth is, his whole Book is ſuch a lewd Miſre- 
preſentation both of the Words and Sence of his Adverſa- 
ry, that if he has any Bloud in his Body, it maſt needs fly 


in his Face, azd bid hizz Bluſh -for ſuch Unconſcionable 


Falſtfications. 

Bat Secozaly, If he charges theſe Aſſertions xs Conſe- 
quences of the Doctrine maintained by his Adverſary, I 
mnst put him in mind of theſe two Things. 

1. That to the juſt charging of any Man with the Conſe- 
quences of his Doctrine, or Opinion, 7he Things ſo char- 
ged, ought to be not only the Real, but alſo the Plain, Di- 
rect, azd Immediate Conſequences of zhat Opinion. For- 
aſmuch as no Man ought in reaſon to be charged with the Re- 
mote far-fetched Conſequences of any Propoſition held by 
him Five he may in all Equity (if he diſclaims them) be 
ſuppoſed ignorant of them, and that inculpably too. 


2. This 


Sd Sence. But did his Adverſary, Dr. Owen, ever 
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2. This Author is to know, That to the juit charging of 


even any Doctrine, or Opinion, with ſuch and ſuch Conſe- 
quences, though they follow never ſo really and truly from 
it, yet if they lie any thing remote, and at ſome diſtance from 
the _ , they orzht firſt by clear undeniable Arguments 
to be proved tv follow ſro thence, before they can jaftly and 
fairly ve charged to do fo. © 

Which two Oblervations 75:5 premiſed ; that T may lay 
the whole 1a: cr before the Reader more pariteularly; he is 
to take Notice, '| hat the \3octrine, which this Author loads 
with theſe Blaſphcmous Conlequences ; 75, That of theNe- 
celſity of a Satislaction to be paid toGod?sJuſtice in order 
to the Pardon of Sin, and the Juſtihcation of Sinners. 
Ani this I ajſirm to bavebeea the received Dectrine of the 
Church, az the General Opinion of Divines zz the Caſe ; 
all aſſerting the qc of ſuch a Satisfaction ; 7hough 
aot All, T confeſs, upon the ſame ground. 

For Firit, Some found this Neceſhty upon the Ne- 
ceſſary Egrels of God's Vindictive Juſtice, tral 
atting and exeritiig it felf where it meets with a Proper 
Object. 

But Secondly, Others ſtate this NeceſlIty apoz the De- 
cree or Purpole of God, reſolving to take this courſe for the 
Pardon of Sin, aza mo other. Wi:ch Decree azd Purpoſe, 
though made freely, yet being attually paſſed and declared, it 
was ot free for God to bault the execution of it, His Ve- 
racity, Wiſdom ana Honour , as Supreme Goveraour of the 
World; not ſuffering him to let the Violation of his Laws 
paſs without a due ſatisfaction maar to his Juſtice, And 
this has beew the Opinion of mot Divines in this 
malter. 

Never thele[s,(whether upon either of theſe grounds,or ſome 
other Jit us certain, that the Necejji: y of 2 Satis/ ation was ſtill 


held, 


_ 


held,and owned by the Church : And yet upon ſuppoſal of this 
Neceſlity alone it is, (whatſoever ground it be ſlated upon} 
that this Author ſets God forth in a moſt Profane manner, as 
an Impotent Man venting his Rage and Paſſion without 
any ſufficient Ground or Reaſon for . For, 1 am jare, 


no other Conſideration can Anſwer , or come up to the Im- 


piety of the forecited Expreſſions. And I freely appeal to 
the Learned , ad Unbyaſled Reader, Whether the ſaid 
Paſſages can be placed to any other Account whatſoever. 

And if they cannot, I ask with what Conſcience could this 
Man, of his own Head, invent ſuch Hideous, Abominable 
Words, and then thruſt them into his Adverlary's Moath, 
whether he would, or no? Or charge them as the neceſſary 


Conſequences of his Doctrine, without proving, or by any 


formed A_—_— ſo mich as offering to prove them ſo 8 
For ſurely he ought to have done this in the ſirit place, and 
(/izce he knew that the Learned Aſſertors of this Doftrine, 
did and would deny theſe to be the Conſequences of it to the 
very Death) he {bout by clear and ſolid Ratiocination have 
proved againſt them, (in ſpight of their Denial) that theſe 
were indeed the True and Natural Conſequences of the ſaid 
Doctrine, before he reproached them as ſuch. But, it pu 
he was for doing execution firſt, azd for proceeding to 
Tryal afterwards ; though, as hajty as he was in the former, 
he has not yet done the laiter, nor, T believe, ever will, 
Upon the whole Matter it is manifeſt, That it was not 
ſo much any thing Perſonal in Dr. Owen (how bitter 
ſoever he was agatnit him) as the DoQrine of Chriſt's 
SatisfaQtion aſſerred by the ſaid DoQtor , in common with 


the whole Chriſtian Church, which this Author /o 
wilely reflecked upon ; and diſcharged ail thoſe Blaſphemors 


Scoffs at, in that Book of his; and conſequently ſo far as 
be was the Author both of the Book and the Scoffs in 
et, he was as fit a Perſon to have joyned in the Addreſs 
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to the Morocco Ambaſſadour , as avy Man in England 
beſides. 

i, ao, I confeſs, charge this Author with Aſſerting Three 
Gods (though he does not in Terminis expreſs it } becauſe 
of his Aſſerting Three diſtinct Infinite Minds, or 
Spirits; But then the caſe here oz my part is quite diffc= 
rent from what it waz on his. For in this, the Conſequence 
of Three Gods from Three diſtintt Infinite Spirits, 7s 
direct, manifeſt, azd immediate ; or rather , in Truth, 
is not ſo properly a Conſequence, or one Aﬀſertion fo/- 
lowing from another, as one azd the very ſame thing ex- 
preſſed in other words ; which © the True account of 
this Matter, For the Words [Infinite Mind or Spirit] are 
bat a Periphraſis of the Thing ſignified by the Term {God :] 
And their perfett equivalence ſhall be fully demonſtrated in 
my Fifth Chapter. © 

From all which T conclude, That ſince there are (beyoud 
all pretence of Denial) ſeveral Horrid Blaſphemous Ex- 
preſſions in this Author*s forementioned Book , which mu 
and ought to be charged ſomewhere; and ſince his Ad- 
verſa ry utterly diſowns them all , both as to. Words and 
Sence ; and ſince the Doctrine #t felf , maintained by 
him, infers no ſuch Thing ; nor has this Author proved 
that it does ſo; but that the ſaid #9 onmagren of it are 
peculiarly his own, and occur no where but in his Book (ex-' 
cept poſſibly in the Writings of ſome of His Old Friends the 

| SOCINIANS, ard thoſe ſuch as 


See a moſt Virulent and Bla- zhe Tranſylvanian Mini- 
ſpemous Book Wrote by theſe ſters) ir follows that accord-. 
Men, and entituled, Premonitio- ing to the ſtrideſt Laws of 
nes Chriſti & Apoſtolorum de abo= fair and juſt Quotation,all the 
lendo vero Chriſto per Antichriſtum, black Dirt of thoſe Impi- 


| ous and foul Paſſages which 1 
have cited from him , and charged upon him, ought to lie 
| - | wholly 
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wholly at his Door ; and let him (and his Porter) ſhovel it 


' away thence as they are able. : 


As to what concerns the Licenſing this Book, ſo ſeverely, 
and ſo jutly reflected upon by Dr. Owen, it did (it must be 
£077 ld ) meet with a Perſon, as it were, framed for the 
very purpoſe. For none certainly could be ſo fit to flamp an 
Imprimatur «pox 4 Book Wrote againſt Chrilt*s Satisfatti- 
0, as One, who while he was Eating the Bread, and Wear- 
ing the Honours of the Church, coxld tab the Doctrine of 
it to the Heart, by Writing for Tranſubſtantiation. Ard 
then in the next place, for its paſſing Uncontrolled, it had re- 
ally been to be wiſhed, That the Clergy in Convocation, 7: 
the laſt eſpecially (in which ſo many of them acquitted them- 

ſelves ſo exceeding worthily upon other Accounts) would have 
vouchſafed to wipe off this foul Blot from the Church by 4 
due Cenſure paſſed upon the forementioned Poſitions, ſo re- 
proachful to that, and ſo Contumelious to our Common 
CONE For what vaſt advantage the Diſſenters have 
taken from hence to Scanaalize and Beſpatter the Government 
and Governonrs of our Church, i bat too well known, and 
cannot be too much Lamented; and T heartily wiſh, That it 
had been a Scandal only Taken, and not Given. 


on him, 

And thus I have given the Reader a Specimen of the Do- 
Atrines of this Author 7 theſe Two Books of his. Ta the 
former 4 which, he affects to be the Socinian's humble Ser- 
vant, by Ridiguling and Exploding Chrift”s Satisfattion 
of God*s Juſtice ; and ſo in effeit, the whole Myſtery of 
the Goſpel : And in the latter he pretends to oppoſe them 
by ſuch a Vindication of the Trinity, ayd of Chrift's 
Incarnation , as oze wonld think , were Wrote by Them- 

2 ſetves. 


XVII 


And the See the 

rather do Trepreſent this as a Work fit for the Convocation ; = Shace to. 
: Ou is Caſe of 

fince this Author has given the World ſuch a Notable Proof, Allegiance, 


. That nothing but a Convocation cax Convince, or work up-P: 5+ 
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ſelves. But mhatfoever it is, that he either pretends, or 
intends (as- it is hard to know the latter by the former) 
this Character I ſhall give of him as a Writer, That there 
is hardly any one Subjeit, which he has Wrote upon, (that 
off Popery only excepted) bat he has Wrote both for it 
and againlt it roo > Not . that I ſay, that he has Printed 
all which he has ſo Wrote ; but Printing is not the only 
way of Publication ; and this I will ſay beſides , That where 
he has not Printed, he has Acted it with a Witneſs, And 
yet even for Printing ; could any thing be Wrote ana Prin- 
ted more ſharp and bitter againſt the Diſſenters, than what 
this May Vrote in his Anſwer to the Proteſtant Reconci- 
ler? And jet how frankly (or rather fulſomely) does he 
open both his Arms to embrace them in his Sermon Preached 
before the Lord Mayor, oz Novemb. 4. 1688 ? Thongh 1 
aare ſay, That the Diſſenters themſelves are of that Con- 
ſtancy as to own, That they were of the ſame Principles in 
88, that they were of in 85, But the Truth is, Old Friend- 
ſhips cannot be ſo eaſily forgot. And it has been an Obſervati- 
03 made by ſomethat hardly can any one be found who was firſt 
tainted with a Conventicle, whow a Cathedral could ever 
after cure ;, but that ſtill upon every croſs Turn of Aﬀairs a- 
gainſt the Church, the irreſiſtible Magnetiſm of the Good 
Old Cauſe, (2s ſome #ill think it ) would quickly draw hin 
oat of the Good Old Way. The Fable tells is of a Cat once 


_ turned into a Woman, but the next ſight of a Moule quick- 


ly diſjotved the Metamorphoſis, caſhiered the Woman, and re- 
Ftored the Brute, And ſome Virtuoſi (killed 72 the Uſeful 
Ptuloſophy cf Alterations) have thought her much againer 
by the latter change ; there being ſo many unlucky turas in the 
World, in which it is not half ſo ſafe and advantagions to 
erty Upright, s zo be able to tall always upon one's 
Legs. | | | 2 
But not to hold the Reader #00 long in the Entrance of the 
- | Work, 
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Work, which 1 am about to preſent him with, I do here aſſure 
him, That, in the following Animadverſions, I have ſtrictly 
purſued this Author i» every part of his xew Hypotheſis, I 
have anſwered all his Arguments, not omitting ſo, much as 
one, or any Thing that looks like one. And if I have thought 
fit ſometimes in a ſhort Remark or two, here and there to re- 
freſh the Reader and my ſelf, by expoſing his Bold andBlind 
fide together , yet this has = been my method, throughly to 
diſpatch the Argument, before T offer to divert upon the 
Author. - 

As for that part of his Book, which peculiarly concerns 
the Socinians, T leave him and them to fight it out, My bu- 
ſineſs is to ſhew, That the Doctrine of our Church zs abſo- 
lately a Stranger to his Novel and Beloved Notions : It 
knows them not ; It owns them not ; nor ought we to look 
upon him, ſo far as he Aſſerts and Maintains them, to be any 
1rne and Genuine Son of it : And conſequently, whether he 
worries the Socinians, or (which is much the more likely) 
the Socinians worry him, the Church of England zs not at 
all concerned. | 


The Contents of the Chapters. 


CHAPTER TI. | 

| | &e the Sence and Signification of the Word 
Myttery ; as alſo a Vindication of the Uſe and Ap- 
plication of it to ” 5-5 of the moſt Difficult and Sublime 
Truths of the Goſpel; azd laitly, a full Proof, That the 
Account given by this Author of his Explication of the 
Article of the Trinity, is wholly inconſiStent with the My- 
ſteriouſneſs of ir ; together with ſome Remarks upon his 
zeealeſs Apology for Writing againſt the Socinians. 


CHAR” 
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The CONTENTS. 


CHAT. I. 

Containing an Account of ſeveral Terms commonly made uſe 
of in diſcourſing of the Divine Nature, and Perſons, and 
particularly ſhewing the Propriety of Applying the Words 
Eſſence, Subſtance, Nature, Infinity, az the like, to 
this great Subjett ; and laſtly, proving this Authors Ex- 
ceptions againit the uſe of them about the ſame, Falſe, 
Groundleſs and Impertinent : With ſome further Remarks 
upon his forementioned Apology, + 

CAT, HM. 

In which this Authors New Notion of Self-Conſciouſneſs 
and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs zs briefly declared ; Self-Con- 
ſciouſneſs made by hin the Formal Conſtituent Reaſon of 
Perſonality i» all Perſons, both _ and Increate ; 
and on the contrary, proved againſt him in the firft place 
That it is not fo £ Berſems G as. Jr place 

| CHAP. IV. 

Tz which is proved againſt this Author, That neither is Self- 
Conſciouſneſs the Formal Conſtituent Reaſon of Perſo- 
rality iz the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity ; 
zor Mutual-Conſciouſneſs the Reaſon of their Unity 
in one and the ſame Nature. 

CHAP. V. 

Tz which is proved againſt this Author, That the Three 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity are or Three diſtin 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits 

CHAP. VI 

In which is conſidered , what this Author pretends to from 
the Authority of the Fathers and the Schoolmen, 7x: be- 
half of his New Hypotheſis ; and, in the firit place, 
ſhewn, That neither do the Fathers own the Three Di- 
vine Perſons to be Three diſtin&t Infinite Minds ; »or 
Self-Conſctouſneſs to be the Formal Reaſon of their 
Diftinttop. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. VIL 
Is which is ſhewa , That the Paſſages alledged by this Author 
out of the Fathers, do not prove Mutual-Conſciouſneſs 
to be that wherein the Unity of the Divine Nature 7z the 
Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity does conſiſt ; but 
that the Fathers place it in ſomething elſe. 
| CHAP. VIIL 


 Tawhich is ſet down the Ancient and Generally received Do- 


arine of” the Church concerning the Article of the Blel- 
fed Trinity , as #t #s delivered by Councils, Fathers, 
Schoolmen , azd other later Divines ; together with 4 
Vindication of the ſaid Doctrine ſo explained from this 
Author's Exceptions. 
CHAP. IX. 

1z which this Authors Paradoxes, both Philoſophical and 
Theological, as they occur in this Diſcourſe , are drawn 
together, Examined, and Confuted. 

CHAP. X. 

I1n-which this Author's Grammatical (ard other ſuch like) 
Miſtakes, as they are found bere,and there in his Writings, 
are ſet down and remarked upon. 

CHAT. Af: . 

Is which is given {cme Account of this Author's Temper, 
and inſoleat way of Writing, as well in Extolling himſelf, 
as in Depreſſiag and Scoraing his Adverſaries , in both 
whic? he 1125 not his Parallel, 

CHAP. XI: 
Containing © brief Review, and Con:luſioa of the whole. 


_ 


| Advertiſement. . . 


FT Paving bzen found requiſite to make ſoine Alterations and Additions in this Se= 
-2n4 Imprejjtn of 1152/2 Animadverſions, Gr, yer that thoſe who have bought up. 
the former, may ſuffer thereby as little as may be, the Author. has thought fit for their 
u/e ind venefit to cauſe the [aid Adiitiors and Alterations , to be Printed in a Skeet 
or two by themjelges, | | Son: 


Some of the moſt Conſiderable Errata of the Preſ, 
are thus to be Corrected. : 


Reface, Page 5. Line 2, of the Quotation, for 70 read 78, p. 7. l. 5, 
of the Quotation, for avyJpdgry read evſypdpers, P. 3, 1.23. for at 
read 45s , 
Book, ÞP. Gs 1. 20. for aferter r. Aſſertor, P« 51. 1. io. for Analagous r. Analo- 
£015, Pe. 71, for Chap, LI. r. Chap. TI. ps 72. 1. 29, for dzſtint r, liſting, Pa 102, 
L 17. for Zr. tat, P. 116. l. 4. for Spirits, r. Spirits, P. 126. l. 7, for one and 
another dele and, 1. 17. for infinite I. infinize, P. 131. le 23. for d/axoouoy!: 
I. Naxoguay(e, I. 25. for yis I. vis, Pe 132s l. 7, 3; 9. I. campaſq; luceuemg, 
Titanidq, torimq; Pe 138. l. 28. for of Deity I. of the Delty, P. 143. l. 8, 
inſtead of me read Men, p. 155+ l. 19. for &y I. &, Pe 157+ 1. 10. of the Quor, 
for utrim r, utrum, P. 160 l. 3I. for Denz%s I. Danxu8 , Ps IG, lo 5. fOr ou 
read our, 1. $. in Quot, for genetricem r, genttricem, p. 164. l. 31. for grati 
T. grat?s, Ps 163, l. 14. dele one to, p. 173. 1. pennlt, tor zmployeng r. implying, 
P. 196, l. 8. of the 'Greek Quot. for &y read gy, P. 198. I. 21. for 
ſeperately read ſeparately, p. 205. at the end of the lecond Greek Quot, 
for quarta real quarta, P. 207. l. 18. for [ of Three) read [of the Three] 
P- 215. 1. 11. for ſpecificully read ſpecifically, p. 220. l. 19. for quod ſic read 
qus9d fic, 1. 20. for quod non read quod non, p. 224. l. 28. for in ſelf I. init ſelf, 
P- 229. l. 2. for &aroueeBoptr@ Ir. dmayuerfoper©r, Þ. 231. 1. 2. for Ted; 
_ I. Texts, |. 6.0f the Gr. Quot. for evrmy]e r. purwy[e, P. 232. in the 34d Gr, 
-  Quot. tor urgds@7 I. urigge&r, p- 233» l. 1. ofthe 4th Quot. for yr. xy, 
P. 234+ 1.6. of the ſecond Quot, ex-e1Tr.ex ea, Pe 237. l. 14, for the Unityr, 
| That Unity, p. 253+ l. 6. for Tpv I. T6v, P2609. 1.3. for jor I. tor, 1.9. for 
£vwmy I. {ywnv * Þ. 253. 1. 16. for ergo r. Ergo, P. 266. l. 16, for audierant 
r. dudicrant, Pe. 258. 1. 22. for B20t145 r. Bo2Hs, and 7b14, 1. 25, for Difinition r, 
Definition, p« 27. l. 17. for Nyjcanze Tr. Nicenz,). 283. l. 6. for on r. upon,p. 284, 
1.1, for Bu r. But,p.285. 1.7. for Metaphijician r, Metaphyſician © alibi, p.288. 1.5, 
Quot. for g1aTheu pap r. fraThel gapsy, l. 17. for Conceſſionr. a Conceſſion, 
P- 289. 1. 6. Quor. tor ga Tws I. @FagTws, |. 8, Quo. for xalaataivy rad 
x&]aAteiry, P. 291. in the Latin Quot. |. 2. for tantummodo r. tantjamado, 
I. 8. for quarc I, quire, Pe. 3IO. l. 25. for 6puorrionis I. cpourioys, Ps 322, 
I. 25. for af-rter r. Afertor, P. 333+ 1-13. for ayouagau real aviuaras, Þ. 325, 
|. 31. for Arcivijrop re. Bijhip, Pe. 343+ l. 29. for attegs; I. 0ueds, P. 251. 
catch word for quynSeia r. Giceck Errata, P. 352, Correction the 25th. for 
aTa;aMmak]@- I. erapimar]C@r* Pp. 352. |. 16. for wreaking r, reeling, 
P- 264. l. 8, fOr Dev& a4 I. hR Pe 365e 1. 24. 1Or I, I, Us 


If the Reader chance to meet with any more Faults in Accents, he is deſi 
red to Corrett, or Excuſe them, together with all Miſpointings, which in | 
Books of any le2gth are commonly too many to be parcicularly and exaQly 
iet down ; B2fides that here, through the faintneſs of the Charafter ſeveral 
Letters, Points and Accznts do (carce appear in ſome Copies, though legible 
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Repreſenting the Sence and Signification of the Word 
Myſtery ; as alſo a Vindication of the Uſezand 
Application of it to ſome of the moſt Difficult and 
Sublime Truths of the Goſpel ; and laſtly, a full 

' Proof, That the Account given by this Author of 

bis Explication of the Article of the T rinity, 
is wholly inconfiſtent with the Myſteriouſneſs of 
it ; together with ſome Remarks upon his need- 
leſs Apology for Writing againſt the Soci- 


nians. 


N Order to the better Examination of what this 
Author has wrote about the Holy Tr:z2ty,T think 
it requiſite to premiſe ſomething concerning the 
Signification, Sence, and Nature of a Myſtery. 
For certainly the Unity of Yne and the ſame un- 

divided God-head, in 2 Trinity of diſtinct Perſons, is 

one of the greateit My teries,it not abſolutely the great- 
eſt in our Chriſtian Religion. Now a Myſtery,accord- 
ing to the common ſn1fication of the word, 1s derived 
either from- the Greek word pviw, which fignikes to 
znitiate, Or enter one into Sacred Rites, or Dotirines, Or 
B from 
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from vw, another Greek word (and that in the judg- 
ment of Euſtathivs and Stephanus, more regularly and 
naturally) ſignifying to ſhut or cloſe ap, and moſt com- 
monly apply*d to the ſhutting of the eyes or mouth, the 10- 
lemn potture of the wusp}-a, or 171tiat7 in the Rites of 
SeeCaſaub. the Gentile Worſhip. And, /aſHy, one of no ſmall Note 
#7: for Critical as well as other Learning, will needs run it 
Bzroz. 43. UP Even to a Hebrew Original, deriving it from MNDA 
P-542,8C. which ſignihes res abſcodira ant ſerritim. Concerning 
which, 1t muſt be confeſſes, That there 1s a raore than 
ordinary agreement between i''2 Hebrew and Greet 
word, both as to Sound and Signification, But whether 
this be not wholly accidental, is left to the Criticks in 
theſe Languages to determine. In the mean time, moſt 
account pugpnezor a word purely and perfectly Greek : 
And the Original of it lies ſo manifettly in one of the 
two fore-mentioned Greek words, that it ſeems a need- 
leſs Curioſity,or rather a meer Fancy to feel: tor it elſe- 
where. But whatſoever rhe Originotion of the word is, 
it always imports ſozzething hiddez 07 concealea, elpeci- 
ally with reference to Sacred or Religions Matters ; And 
in this Sence ir occurs frequently, 1it not always, in pro- 
phane Writers ; from whence the Holy Pen-men of the 
New Teſtament ſeem to have borrow'd and apply*d it 
to ſome of the Great and Arduous Truths of Chriſtia- 
nity, ſuch as human Reaſon cannot give a clear and cx- 
plicit Account of. 

This therefore being the undoubred Notation and 
Signification of the Word, I {hall deliver the Nature of 
the thing it ſelf in this Definition, viz. 1h 2 Jyſtery is 
a Truth reveaPd by God, above the Power of natural Reaſon 
zo find out or comprehend. This, I t:ke, to be a tull and 
proper Definition of a Myſtery. Anc: accordingly I ſhall 
conſider the ſeveral Parts of it diltinctiy. As, 

Firſt, 
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Firſt, That it is a Truth, By which we exclude eve- 
ry thing from being a Myſtery that is abſurd or contra- 
dictious ; fince a Truth can by no means be fo. And 
conſequently hereby ſtand cucduted allo the Fooleries 
and Falſities of all other Religions, how Myſterious 
ſoever they may be pretended to be, and with how 
much Solemnity and Confidence ſoever delivered. 

Seconaly, The next Qualification is, That tt be reveal- 
ed by Goa, viz. as to its Exiſtence, "That there is = 4 
thiag. For otherwiſe, as to the Nature of the thing it 
ſelf, and ſeveral other reſpe&ts, in which it may be 
known, the Revelation of it is not ſuppos'd to extend 
{o far. Ina Word, as a Myſtery implies ſome Reve- 
lation of a Thing ; {o it follows, That all Revelation 
does not overthrow the Myſteriouſneſs of it : But on- 
ly ſuch a plenary and entire Revelation of it, as leaves 
nothing in the Nature of it abſtruſe or undiſcovered. 
But now, though Revelation be a neceflary Ingredient 
in this Definition, yet 1t is not ſufficient ; ſomething 
more being {ſtill required. Since nothing hinders, but 
that the ſame thing may be both revealed by God, and 
known upon other accounts too, As the Moral Law 
was revealed by God to his People, and may be drawn 
and demonſtrated icrom Principles cf INatural Reaſon 
alſo. And therefore, the 

Third Property of a Myitery 1s, That it ſurpaſs all the 
Power of Natural Reaſoz tc diſcover or find it out, And 
that not only as to tie £274 jt, or particular Nature, 
but alſo as to the Qz4 {+ of it too. For that there 
are or ſhould be tuch or ſuch things, (to conſider only 
the bare Exiſtence of thei) no Principle of humane 
Reaſon, by its own natural or improved Light, could 
ever have found out, as might be eaſily ſhewn by In- 
duction, through the ſeveral Mylteries of our Religt- 
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on, ſuch as are the Trinity, the Incarnation, the Myſti- 
cal Union of Chriſt with the Church, the ReſurreFion of 
the Body, and the like ; of all, and each of which, meer 

_Reaſon could never have made a diſcovery. 
. Fourthly, The fourth and laſt Condition of a Myſte- 
ry, expreſsd in the foregoing Definition of it, 1s, That 
it be ſuch a Thing, as bare Natural Reaſon (even after it 
 #& diſcovered) cannot comprehend, I ſay comprevena, that 
4s, know it perfealy, and as far as it is capable of be- 
ing known. T do not ſay, That it is, or ought to be 
wholly Unintelligible. For fomc knowledge(no doubt) 
may be had of it. As, firt, ve may know the Stg- 
nification and Meaning of the Words or Terms, in 
which it 1s delivered or revealed to us. Likewile as to 
the thing it ſelf, we may have ſome 1mpericet, dete- 
ctive knowledge of that too. Such as the Apoſtle Pal 
Cails a knowing in part, and ſeeino as ihrougn a glifs darkly, 
r- Cor. 13. 12. which words maniteſtly and naturally 
import, That ſomething is known, though in a very 
imperfect manner and degree, and that ſomething alſo 
remains {till unknown, whluch ſhall hereafter be clearly 
and fully diſcovered, and made known unto us. So 
that I think nothing could give us a truer, and more 
fatisfaftory account of the Nature of an Evangelical 
Myſtery, than this Scripture, viz. That it is a 'I'ruth, 
of which we know ſomething, \at preſent, though ve- 
ry imperfeQly ; but are i&norant of a great deal more 
belonging to it. And this To &ymwoor, this obſcure and 
abſtruſe part of it, 1s that which properly conſtitutes 
and denominates a Sacred Truth a Myſtery ; and con- 
ſequenrly we may reckon the Account given us of a 
Myſtery by St. Chryſoftome, a true and exact Ieſcription 
of 1t by its principal Property, viz. Ti aroppnroy 2 Sav- 
Macro x ayvopor, Homily 7. on the 2 Corinth. and 
Homily 
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Homily 19. on the Epiſtle to the Romans. Where I de- 
firethe Reader ſtill to obſerve, that I do not affirm, 
That this laſt Acception of the Word is either the Ori- 
ginal Sence of it, or that the Heathen Writers uſed it 
in this Signification ; all that they intended to ſignifie 
by the Word Myſteriam, ſeeming to have been only 
that it was, Quid ſacrum & ſecretum, But this I afttrm, 
That the Fathers and Writers of the Chriſtian Church 
generally uſed it in the Sence ſpecified ; that is, They 
aifix*d a: farther Sence to it of their own ; bur {till ſuch 
4n one as carried with it ſomething of Analogy and 
Cognation to the firſt, whereby it ſignify*d only ſome- 
thing obſcare or occult in ſacred Matters. So that now, if 
any one ſhould argue, That in the Writers of the 
Chriftiaa Church, M;fterinm ſignified only, Quid ſacrum. . 
& ſecretur, becanle it ſignified no more 1n the Heathen 
Writers, from whom they borrowed it, this would be 
very incon{equent and ridiculous ; and all one, as if, be- 
cauſe Sacramentum inthe Heathen Writers ſignified on- 
ly a Military Oath : Theretore in the Ancient Chriſtiaz 
Writers it muſt ſignifie ſo roo. For the Chri/tiay Wri- 
ters apply it, to ſignifie thoſe two great Rites of Chri- 
ſtianity, Bap:iſ;z and the Holy Encharift ; though ſtill 
(inthis inſtance as well as in the former) with ſome A- 
nalogy, Reference, and Affinity to the firſt uſe of the 
Word, viz. That as by rliis Military Oath, Soldiers did 
ſolemnly devote themſelves to theirEmperor”s Service ; 
ſo in theſe two Religious Rites Men do much more ſo- 
lemnly devote and bind themſelves over to the Obedi- 
ence and Service of Chriſt, according to all the Rules 
and Precepts of his Holy Religion. 

I conclude therefore, by a Parity of the Caſe, That 
Myſteriam, according to the Chriſtian Ule of the Word, 
imports not only, Quid in ſacris ſecreturm, by reaſon of 
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an aQual Concealment of the ſame, but moreover ſome- 
\ thing, that is ſo mucha Secreram in Reiigion,as to tran- A 

{ſcend and ſurpaſs all Human Compretention. And it is 

the Authority of the Ancient Writers uſing the word 

thus, which I ſtate this Sence of it upon, as abundantly 

ſufficient to enfranchiſe and render it Authentick in the | 

Church. Though, I confeſs, as to the Adverſary whom — 

I am to deal with, my purpoſe would be ſufficiently 

ſerv*d againſt him, even by the firſt and narrowelit 

Signification of the Word, as it imports only ſomething 

in Religion actually ſecrer, hidden, ard no: open to. a 

common view or perception. 

I have now given the Notation, Signification, and De- 

fixitiop of the word Myſtery. But after all, there is a 

new Light ſprung lately into the World, which tells us, 
An Ac- the uſe of the Word in Scripture determines the Caſe 
count of quite another way ; for that the Scripture knows no ſuch 
2116.49. fignification of the word, as we have inſiſted upon; nor 
ir is taken that any thing that is Incomprehenſible, is, or ought to 
by oo = be accounted, a Myſtery. The Afſerter of this (as we 
ture, may well perceive) isa bold Man, but being at preſent 

engaged witha much bolder, I ſhall only ſay thus much 

of this Socinian Tratt here, viz. That as to the Argu- 

ment which the Author would raiſe againit the Tr:a7ta- : 

rians (as he calls them) from the Sence of the Word 

Myſtery, as he has there ſtated it, it has been throughly 
Biſhop baffled and overthrown by a Learned Perſon, in a ſhort 
- nr, Diſcourſe i Vindication of the Myſteries of the Chriſtian 
mon on Faith, &c. And when this Azti-Trinitarian has an- 
the 177". {yer'd that Learned Perſonif there appears need of any 
prin further anſwer to the foremention'd piece, he may, all 
1691. in good time, receive oneinadiftinct Diſcourſe by it ſelf. 

And ſo 1 immediately addreſs my ſelf to the Author 
undertook by me,who by pretending to defend the great 
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Article of the Trinity, has given the Adverſary thoſe 
great Advantages againſt it, which the bare Article left 
to defend it felt, (as the Farth 1s generally its own beſ# 
Defeader ) could never have given him. The Socinians 
charge it with Paradox, and downright ContradiCtion. 
For therepelling agd ſtaving oft which Charge from this 
Doctrine, eur Author has thought fit to give us ſome 
Rules to judge ofa Contradiction by, and in ſo doing, 
has laid down this Remarkable Aſſertion, viz. That it is 
4 vViin and arrogant preſumption, to ſay, what i, or what is 
07 a Contradiftion gies we confeſs we do n0t under ſtand,or 
comprehend the thing we ſpeat of, P. 4. This, I ay, is a 
very remarkable Aflertion, and the firſt thing remarka- 
ble in it, is, 'That (according to a Cuſtom, very uſual 
with h.m) he promiſcuonlly joyns together words, as if 
they were of the {ame Import and Extent of Signihica- 
tion, when really they are very different. For to «ader- 
taps a thing, 1s to know it in any reſpect, or degree, in 
which it is knowable; and to comprehezd a thing, is to 
know it in every reſpect in which 1t is knowable. . And 
as it 15certain,that we cannot know God this latter way ; 
1oit1s as certain, that we may know him the former : 
For wedo, and may know him by inadequate and im- 
pertect, and uncommeniurate Conceptions ; as that he 
is Juſt, Wile, Good, and the like ; which are ſeveral In- 
adequate ways of repreſenting him to our mind. But 
now, if this Author's Afﬀertion ſhould take place, viz. 
That we cannot {ay what 1s, or what 15 not a Contrad!- 
ction,when we confeis we do not comprehend the thing 
we ipeak of, then we cannot pronounce theſe Propoſitt- 
ons, Jupiter Olyzzp7175 15 the Supreme God, the Sun 15 rhe 
Supreme Goc,, or the World is the Supreme God, to be 
Contradictions : Foraſmuch as ir is certain,that ſpeaking 
here of God, we do not comprehend the thing we m 
of. 
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an a&ual Concealment of the ſame,but moreover ſome- | 
thing, that is ſo mucha Secretam in Re'igion,as to tran- . 
ſcend and ſurpaſs all Human Compreientton. And it is 
the Authority of the Ancient Writers ufing the word 
thus, which I ſtate this Sence of it upon, as abundantly 
ſufficient to enfranchiſe and render it Authentick in the 
Church. Though, I confeſs, as to the Adverſary whom 
I am to deal with, my purpoſe would be ſufficiently 
ſery*d againſt him, even by the firſt and narroweſt 
Signification of the Word, as it imports only ſomething 
in Religion actually ſecrer, hidden, and no: open to a 
common view or perception. 
T have now given the Notation, Signification, and De- 
firition of the word Myſtery. But after all, there is a 
new Light ſprung lately into the World, which tells us, 
An Ac- the uſe of the Word in Scripture determines the Caſe 
count of quite another way ; for that the Scripture knows no ſuch 
es as f1gnification of the word, as we have inſiſted upon ; nor 
ir is taken that any thing that is Incomprehenſible, is, or ought to 
= _— be accounted, a Myſtery. The Aſſerter of this (as we 
ture, may well perceive) 15a bold Man, but being at preſent 
engaged witha much bolder, I ſhall only ſay thus much 
of this Socinian Tract here, viz. That as to the Argu- . 
ment which the Author would raiſe againſt the Triz/ta- 
rians (as he calls them) from the Sence of the Word 
. Myſtery, as he has there ſtated it, it has been throughly 
Biſhop baffled and overthrown by a Learned Perſon, in a ſhort 
Ne der. Diſcourſe iz Vindication of the Myſteries of the Chriſtian 
mon on Faith, &c. And when this Azti-Trinitarian has an- 
the 17i" {yer'd that Learned Perſon,if there appears need of any 
pins further anſwer to the foremention'd piece, he may, all 
1591. in good time, receive oneinadiftinct Diſcourſe by it ſelf. 
And ſoT immediately addreſs my ſelf to the Author 
undertook by me,who by pretending to defend the great 
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Article of the Trinity, has given the Adverſary thoſe 
great Advantages againſt it, which the bare Article left 
to defend it felt, (as the Fazth 1s generally its own beſ# 
Defender ) could never have given him. "The Socinians 
charge it with Paradox, and downright ContradiCtion. 
For the repelling agd ſtaving off which Charge from this 
Dotdrine, eur Author has thought fit to give us ſome 
Rules to judge ofa ContradiCtion by, and in ſo doing, 
has laid down this Remarkable Aſſertion, viz. That zt is 
4 viin and arrogant preſumption, to ſay, what i, or what is 
not a Contradiftiongvhen we confeſs we do not under ſfand,or 
con:preherd the thing we ſpeai of, p. 4. This, I fay, is a 
very remarkable Aflertion, and the firſt thing remarka- 
ble ia it, is, That (according to a Cuſtom, very uſual 
with hm) he promiſcuouſly joyns together words, as if 
they were of the {ame Import and Extent of Significa- 
tion, when really they are very different, For to «der- 
ſtazd a thing, 15 to know it in any reſpect, or degree, in 
which ic is knowable; and to comprehezd a thing, is to 
know it in every reſpect in which it is knowable. . And 
as it 15certain,that we cannot know God this latter way ; 
ſo it 15 as certain, that we may know him the former : 
For wedo, and may know him by inadequate and im- 
pertect, and uncommenſiurate Conceptions ; as that he 
is Juſt, Wiſe, Good, and the ike ; which are ſeveral In- 
adequate ways of repreſenting him to our mind. But 
now, it this Author's Afﬀertion ſhould take place, v1z. 
That we cannot {ay what 15, or what 15 not a Contradt- 
ction,when we conte!s we do not comprehend the thing 
we jpeak of, then we cannot pronounce theſe Propoſitt- 
ons, Javiter Olyz2p77r5 15 the Supreme God, the Sun 15 the 
Supreme Goc!, or the World is the Supreme God, to be 
Contradictions : Foraſmuch as ir is certain,that ſpeaking 
here of God, we do not comprehend the thing we {j my 
of. 
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of. And yet ſince Jupiter Ohmpizs, the Sun, and the 
World are all of them finite Material Beings, and God 
both Infinite and Immaterial : I doubt not but rhat to 
affirm one of the other, is a real and manifeſt Contradi- 
ction. And to ſhew that it is ſo, this Author ſhould do 
well to con{ider, That a ContradiCtion is not properly 
(or univerſally at leaſt) oppos'd to the coxpleat and a- 
dequate knowledge of a thing, but to the true know- 
ledge of it. And we may have a true knowledge even 
by ſuch inadequate, imperfe&, incomplete Conceptions 
of it, as we have mention'd. For he who knows God 
to be Juſt,though he cannot compreizend every way and 
reſpect in which he is, or may be ſo, and much leſs all 
his other Perfections, has thereby a true knowledge of 
God, though an Imperfe& one. That is, he knows and 
underſtands, though he does not comprehend him. But 
according to this Author's Afſertion,we cannot ſay,that 
any thing is a ContradiCtion, with reference to God, 
ſince it 1s certain and evident, that we neither do nor 
* can comprehend him. And what abſurd, and inſuffe- 
rable Conſequences, this muſt needs draw after it in 
our Diſcourſes of God, I leave to any one but the Au- 
thor of this Afſertion to judge. 

But the Conſequences of it, as bad as they are, do not 
ſtop in God. For in the 7th Page, our Author proceeds 
farther, and affirms, That it is ſo far from being a won- 
der to meet with any thing, whoſe 2atare (or rather the 
Nature of which) we do not perfeitly underſtand, that he 
knows nothing in the World which we do perfectly underſtand, 
or, in his other word, comprehend, (for to underſtand 4 
thing perfectly,and to comprehezd it,T take to be the ſame.) 
And now let us apply his former Rule, viz. That we can- 
not ſay what is, or is not a Contradittion, when we confeſs 
we a9 not comprehend the thing we ſpeak of.Tſay,let us apply 
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this Rule here alſo ; and ſince he poſitively avers, That 
there is nothing in the World which we ao comprehend, 
or perfettly underſtand : it muſt roundly follow, That 
there can be no ſuch thing as a ContradiCtion ; ſince 
whatſoever is ſo, is, and muſt be a Contradi&ion to 
ſomething or other. Now for the Truth and Reaſon 
of his Afertion, I cannot undertake, but certainly the 
Prudence and Forecaſt of it is admirable, as being like 
to do him Knight's Service (as I ſhall ſhew hereafter) 
at many a turn, and, next to a Comvocation-Book, help 
him out at a dead Lift. 

In the mean time, let us ſee how our Author makes 
good this ſtrange and looſe Propoſition,viz. That there 
is nothing in the World,zhat we perfeitly underſtand. And 
in order to this, Let us bring and lay together what he 
Aſſerts in ſeveral places. And here firſt in Page 7. line 
20.7. It isagreed by all Men,That the Eſſences of things 
cazu0t be +r0wn,bat only their Properties and Qualities;and 
tha: the Worls ix divided into Matrer and Spirit ; and that 
we «20w #9 more what the ſubſtance of Matter, than what 
the ſ.oſt:n:e of Sririt is: And then he enumerates ſome 
of che Effen:1al Propertiesrh each, and owns that we 
know :hem (1 Confirmarion, I ſuppoſe,of his fore-roing 
Aſſcrtion, that we know no:hig.) After which,in Pag 8. 
line 15. headds, As for the Eſſential Properties, Oyerati- 
ons, and Powers of Matter, Sence, Experience, and Oh 
fervation will tell us what they are, And then I hope we 
may know alſo whatythey are, when Sence and Experience 
has told us.So that we {ce here whatour Author afferts ; 
But may we rely upon it, and hold hiv to his Word ? 
Alas; 'That, I - as may prove ſomething hard and un- 
kind. Por a Man, towhom 4 whole Convocation has 
given a large ſcope and liberty of thinking, and who has 
given himſelf as large an one - 7 ſpeaking, loves not, - 
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all things in the World, to be held too ſtrictly to what' 
he ſays. For in Page 4. line 25. reckoning up ſome ofthe 
Abſurdities, and ContradiQions attending the DoCtrine | 
of Tranſubſtantiartion, he tells us, 'That we know them to | 
be [o; becauſe we know the Nature of a Body (and this 
alſo we muſt ſuppoſe ſaid in further Confirmation of his 
other Aſſertion, that we know not the Nature of any 
thing) and moreover, That we know that ſuch things (as 
he there mentions) are 4 Contradidtion to the Eſſential 
Properties of a Body,line 26. All this he ſays here,and that 
in _ plain terms. But in Page 7. (in which it is high 
time for a Man to forget what he ſaid in the 4th.) He - 
tells us, That the Eſſences of things cannot be known ; and 
conſequently one would think, That the Efſence of a 
Body could not be known : And yet for one to know the 
nature of a Body, (which in Page 4. he ſays we do) with- 
out {;z0wiz2 the Efſerce. of it ; (which in Page 7. he ays, 
we cannot know) is, I conceive, a way of knowledge 
peculiar to this Author. In the next place, as for the 
property of things, he tells us very poſitively in Page 8. 
line 33,34. That the Properties and Operations both of Bo- 
ates and Spirits, are great Secrets, and Myſteries in Natare, 
which we underſtand nothing of ,8&c.And yet in Page 7. line 
32. he rells us, 'That we know the Eſſeztial Properties of 
a Spirit, that it is a thinking ſubjt ance with the Faculties of 
Under ſtanding and Will, &c. Now to know the Eſſential 
Properties of a Spirit ; And yet for theſe Properties to be 
ſuch Secrets and Myſteries in Nature, thgt we underſtand no- 
thing of them, (both which this Author expreſly affirms 
in the compaſs of two Pages) is another ſort of know- 
ledge, which ought in all reaſon to be reckon*d peculiar 
to himſelf. And thus having conſider'd ſome of his Af- 

* fertions in ContradiCtion to one another (if there be 

--, any ſuch thing as a ContradiQion) I will conſider ſome 


of them ſeverally by themſelves. And 
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And here, as I have already ſhewn, That he ſays po- 
ſitively Page 4. /tne 28. That we have no clear and compre- 
henſive Notion of a Spirit : So he adds in thenext words, 
Thar it is impoſſible zo know what is contrary to the Nature 
of a Spirit, if we kuow not what the Nature of a Spirit is, 
1, e, Comprehenſively, as he muſt ſtill mean. But this, 
by his favour, I very much queſtion, and defire him to 
tell me, Whether we may not know, That it is contra- 
ry to the Nature of a Spirit to be Material, to be extended, 
and to be compounded of the Elements, &c. Theſe things 
I take to be ſuch as are contrary to the Nature of a Spi- 
rit, and ſuch as may be certainly known to be ſo, and 
conſequently ſuchas may ſafely, rationally, and conſo- 
nantly to all Principles of Philoſophy, be pronounced 
to be ſo : And therefore this Author's Aſſertion, vis. 
That it is impoſſible to know what is contrary to the Na- 
ture of a Spirit, if we have not a clear, comprehenſive No- 
tion of the Nature of a Spirit, is apparently Falſe, Ab- 
ſurd, and Ridiculous, 

But to proceed, This Author having ſaid, That he 
knows nothing in the World that we do perfettly underſtand : 
And for the proof of it alledged, That the Eſſences of 
Things cannot be known; and for the farther proof of 
that, affirm*d, That the whole Worls is adequately divided 
into Matter and Spirit ; the Natures of which(as he lays) 
are wholly unknown to us : Suppoſe now, I ſhould (as L 
do) deny this whole Argument, and affirm, That there 
is a third ſort of Bezzgs, which are neither Matter, nor 
Spirit ; which yet (as to ſome of them, at leaſt) may 
be perfectly underſtood and known by us ; and theſe 
are Accidents, which, according to the ableſt Philoſo- 
phers hitherto, do together with ſub/tance, make a 
much better, and more comprehenſive Diviſion of the 
whole World, than Matter and Spirit. For certain it is, 
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That Accidents, as contradiſtin&t to Sub/taxce, are real 
Beings,and have their reſpe&ive Efſences and Properties 
belonging to them, and ſuch as may be matter of De- 
monſtration ; which kind of Argument is known to be 
the proving of any Property, or proper Attribute of its 
Subject, by a third thing, or Principle, bearing an E/- 
ſencial Connexion with both. And among(t Accidents, 
I do particularly affirm this of Numbers, Figures, and 
Proportions, that they are ſich thingsas may be pertect- 
ly underſtood by us in the ſtrength of Natural Reaſon. 
For I think it may be perfectly, and comprehenſively 
known, That two and two make four ; and that a Cir- 
cle is a Figure,every part of the-Circumference whereof 
is equidiſtant from the Centre;and a thouſand more ſuch 
things,all which are capable of being Scienttfically made 
out to.us by Demonſtration : And this indeed to ſuch an 
height, that as ſome will admit of no Demonſtrations, 
but in the Mathematicks, iz. in Numbers, Figures, 
and Proportions : So there are few, or none, but readily 
grant, Thar rhe Demonſtrations about theſe Matters, 
are the Clearcſt, the moſt Scientifick, and Convincing 
of all other Demonſtrations whatfoever. From all which 
T conclude, 'Fhat what this Author has affirm'd, viz. 
That there is nothing in the World but Matter and Spirit, 
azd withal,T hat there is nothing which we do perfectly under- 
ſtand 18 not only a crude, looſe, unwary, but really, 
and, .in-ſtridtneſs of truth, a very falſe Afſertion. 

And therefore, thongh this Author pleaſerh him- 
ſelf with a fanciful Harangue about our Tgnorance of 
the Philoſophy ; How: the Fire burns; and the Waters 
are condensd (as he calls 1t) znto Ice ?* How Stones fall 
to the Ground, and V apours aſcend and thicken in Clouds, 
and fall down again to the Earth in gentle Showres, &Cc. 
( for it muſt be granted, That: it js much eafier 

to, 
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to change like the Weather, than to underſtand it) and 
moreover, though he is pleaſed to ſay, © That he who 
&« thinks he underſtands theſe matters, would make a Man 
&« aueſtion, Whether he has any ſenſe at all ? (which is his 
uſual Complement to moſt whom he deals with) yet all 
this confident Talk will neither clear him from the Ab- 
furdity and Paradox of the forementioned General Poſi- 
tion laid down by him; nor convince ſuch as are con- 
verſant in the experimental part of Natural Philoſophy, 
but that a very true, rational, and fatisfafttory Account 
may be given of all the fore-mentioned Phznomena in 
Nature, which this Man, with ſo much Confidence, or 
rather Inſolence, ſays, No Maz of anqueſtion?d Sence will 
pretend ro give the Reafon, or Philoſophy of. Accordingly 
T will direct him to fome who took the boldneſs to give 
a Philoſophical Account of his & ct ney Problems. 
As for inftance, That of the congealing of Water by 
Cold, into ſuch a ſolid Body as Ice, he will find excel- 
lently, and rationally accounted for, by the Learned 
Mr. Boy, in his Treatiſe of Cold, containing new Expe- 
riments, and Obſervations touching it, and an Experi- 
mental Hiſtory of t began. Likewiſe a reaſon of the 
ſame given by thoſe Learned French-men, the Authors 
of the Philoſophia Vetus & Nova, commonly called, the 
Colbertine Philoſophy, in the 2 Vol. p. 213, 214, 215, 
216. And then, for the Deſcent of heavy Boazes, or Stones 
falling to the Ground ; he will find the caule of it aſhgned 
by Galleo, in his Syſterza Coſmicum, Collat..1..& 2. And 
ſince by Gaſſenazs,in his Accurate TraCt de motu impreſſo 
4 motore tranſlato. As allo, an Account of the Gravita- 
tion, or Deſcent of ſuch Bodies, judiciouſly given by 
Claudius Berigardu:, Profeſſor of Philoſophy firlt in- Piſa, 
and then.in Padua, in his Circulus Piſanus 3d part, and 
the 6 Dial. p. 291, 292. in the Perſon of Ariſteus. _ 
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laſt of all, in the Cauſes of Gravitation briefly, but inge- 
niouſly given by Iſaac Veſſins, in his Qbſcrvariones warie, 
p.201,&c. Inlike manner he will tind a Philoſophical, 
and Hiſtorical Account of Winds, by that great Man, 
the Lord Bacon, in his Treatiſe upon that Subjet& ; 
which, I am ſure, is as difficult an one,as any mentioned 
by this Author. Andas for what he here ſays of the Aſcent 
of Vapours (which is eaſily accounted for, from the Sun 
and other Celeſtial Bodies) and their Deſcent again in 
Showres ; which might eaſily be ſtated upon their own 
Gravity, being combined into bigger Bodics, as 1s lively 
malic in an Alembick) this Author 1n this, ſeems 
to give us ſome Philoſophical Account of Rain,and con- 
ſequently for preſuming ſo to do, ought to bear" jus ſhare 
in the ſame Reproach, which upon, the like accovnr he 
hath ſo inſolently faſtned upon others. But as touc' ::.5 
Rain and Vapours, Snow and Froſt, and innumerable 
more ſuch SubjeQts ; there is not a Natural Philoſupher, 
whether Peripatetich,Gaſſendian,or Carteſian of any note, 
but profeſſeth to give a Philoſophical Reaſon of the Na- 
ture of them, both as to what they are, and how,and by 
what means they are cauſed. Concerning all which, 
Learned Men, who have avowedly travelled, and im- 
ployed themſelves in ſuch Studies, and that with great 
Applauſe of all the Learned World ; I defire his Hauzh- 
zineſs to ſpeak out, and declare freely,whether he taketh 
them to have been ſuch Perſons,zs « Man would queſtion, 
Whether they had any Senſe, or zo? For as theſe famous 
Men were far from dezying their Senſes, in Complement to 
their Under ſtanding;lo they were as tar from paſſing ſuch 
a Complement upon their Senſes, as to own, That their | 
Underſtanding could look no farther, and that where | 
Teaſe had ſtarted the Game, Reaſoz might not follow it, -_ 
and by a diligent, and ſagacious purſuit, at length over- | 


take 
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take it. 'The Things treated of by theſe m—o_ Search- 


ers into Nature, I acknowledge to be very difficult ; but 
every thing that is difficult, 1s nor therefore impoſſible, 
even to him that thinks it ſo. And therefore, as to the 
ignorance of ſuch like matters, let our Author (in God's 
Name) and others like him, pronounce each Man for 
himſelf, and not undertake for others. For there may 
be ſeveral things, which one Man may not know, and 
yet others may : As for inſtance,It may ſometimes fo fall 
out, That a Man may not know himſelf, and yet others 
may know him very well : Which is an Obſervation, I con- 
ceive, not unworthy of this Author*s Remark. 

But to go on : Whereas he is very poſitive, and de- 
cretory, That the Eſſences of things cannot be known : I 
very much queſtion, (and allow him, if he pleaſes, to 
queſtion my Sexe alſo,for ſo doing) whether this be ab- 
ſolutely true ? For a thing may be known more ways 
than one ; and if it be perteatly known, any oze way, 
according to the utmoſt extent of that way, it cannot be 
truly ſaid, zot ro be known. Now, if by knowing, he 
means the knowledge of a thing, by a dire& Apprehenſ;- 
0a, and Intuition of it, 1o as to have an exatt Idea, or 
reſemblance of it thereby imprinted upon the mind : I 
pretend not that the Eſſences of things are by any Human 
Intelle& ſo known. But then, this is ſtill but one way 
of knowledge ; and what is not known one way, may 
(for all that) be very well known another. But if on 
the other ſide, by k:owirg 4 thing be meant, the know- 
ing itto be of ſuch, or ſuch a Nature, by ſuch peculiar 
Properties, ſuch peculiar EfteQts, and Operations, as di- 
ſcriminate it from other things, and that, to know it 
thus, be truly to know it : ThenT affirm, That the Na- 
tures, or Eſſences of things may be truly, and (one way at 
leaſt) perfectly kuown. And accordingly, I think it a 

very 
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very good Account of the Eſſence of any ming, to ſay, 
Thar it is ſuch a thing as always, and neceſſarily has 
ſuch Properties, ſuch Operations, and produces ſuch Ef- 
fets. For this is an Anſwer, not only to that Queſtion, 
that enquires, Whether there be fuch a thing, or Eſſence, 
or 20? But alſo, and much more properly to the Queſti- 
on, that enquires, What kind off Nature, or Eſſence ſuch 
a thing i of ? For when that is askt, to ſay, in reply to it, 
That the Eſſence, or Nature of that thing 1s a certain 
Principle, always attended with ſuch Properties, aad al- 
ways, or generally operating in ſuch a manner,and pro- 
ducing ſuch effeQs, is a-full, and ſatisfaftory Anſwer to 
that Queſtion, 

If now this Author replys here, that he grants, That 
the Properties of things may be known ; T Anſwer, That 
ſometimes indeed he grants it, and ſometimes again he 

ſitively denies it, as I have ſhewn. But if in the iNſue 
he will ſtand by the Conceffion of it, then he mult fiand 
by the Conſequence of that Conceſſion too, and prant, 
That Properries are declaratory of the Quality of the 
Eſſence they flow from, and belong ro. For, 1 hope, 
he will grant, that the effeQt declares the Nature oi the 


Cauſe : And conſequently that the Nature of the Caufe 


may be known by it ; not by way of ſimple and imme- 
diate apprehenſion of the Caulc it ſelf, I confeſs, but by 
way of Inference and Diſcourſe, collef&ting one thing 
from another ; which is one ſure way of —_— 


And therefore I do here affirm, and own to this Conh- 


dent, Aſſuming Man, That to aſſert abſolutely (as he 
. does) That the Eſſences of things cannot be known, 1s, by 
no means, . a juſtifiable Propoſition ; or, in the Latitude 
it is laid down in, to be admitted : But is really that 
fallacy, that concludes 4 difto ſecundim quid ad ditum 

ſimpliciter. | 
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Well, but ſince this Author has concluded the whole 
World in Ignorance (himſelf, I ſuppoſe, ſtill excepted 
from ſo generala Doom) What muſt we do in ſo fad a 
Condition ? Muſt we all take up in Scepticiſm, and ac- 
knowledge, that nothing is to be known ? What then 
will that old Principle of Nature, Taylss opsyorla 78 ed4- 
vai, ſerve for , but to tantalize and torment us ? For 
muſt we thus think, and thirſt, and deſire to know, and, 
after all, find nothing to be known with any thing of 
plainneſs, evidence, and demonſtration ? Why, Yes ; to 
comfort us under this Cimmerian darkneſs, and to ſhew, 
that God has not given us our Intellectual Faculties whol- 
ly in vain : There is one certain thing in the World, viz. 
1 he Dottrine of the Trinity ; "That is, to ſay, of three di- 
ſtint Perſons, all united in one and the ſame numerical Di- 
vine Nature, which is wonderfully plain, eaſie, and obvioms to 
be known : Though ſtill, thanks to our Author for it, who 
by a New-found Expoſition, and Explication of it, has 
beſtowed this piece of Charity upon the World as to 
render it ſo. For thus, in Page 58. /:ze 2. of his Book, 
Explaining the Union of the three Perſons in the God- 
head, by Self-Conſcrouſneſs, and Mutual-C onſctouſmeſ, 
(which words ſhall be throughly conſidered in their due 
place) he ſays, That this is very plain, and intelligibic, and 
makes the three Perſons to be as much one, as every Man is 
one with himſelf. And certainly it 1s hardly poſſible for 
any thing to be more plain and clear, more evident, and 


intelligible, than that every Mar is one with himſelf. (Ex- 


cept it be only when he contradicts himſelf.) Again in 
Page 65. line 31. he tells us, That his Notion of Sef-Con- 
ſciouſneſs, and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, ſeems to him to make 
a Trinity in Unity as intelligible, as the Notion of one God 
75. And in Page 66. line 2, 3. That it gives aplain, and in- 
zelligible Solution to all the Difficulties, and ſeeming Contra- 
aiitions in the Dorine of the Trizity. And ſurely that 
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thing, about which al! difficulties are ſolved, and all | 


ſeeming Contradiitions are cleared , cannot be imagined 


to have any difficulty remaining 1n it atall. And again, 
in Page 68. line 26. he roundly tells us, "Fhat the Expli- 
cation given by him of a Trinity in Unity, is a very plain 


' and intelligible Account of this great and venerable Myſtery ; 


as plain and intelligible as the Notion of one God, or of one 
Perſon inthe Godhead. 

And in good earneſt, the Notion of one firſt Cauſe of 
all things, and of one Supreme Being, and conſequently 
of one God,is ſo eaſily demonſtrated, or rather, with ſuch 
a broad light, ſtares all Mankind in the Face, even with-- 
out any demonſtration, that if the T7zity iz Unity be as 


plain as this is, it is hardly poſſible for any thing to the 


Reaſon of Man to be plainer : And the A4riazs, and 
Socinians are ten times more inexcuſable, than ever I 
thought them before. Again, in Page 73. /ize 11. having 
affirmed, The Trinity to be a moſt Sacred and Venerable My 
fery ; within 6 or 7 Linesafter, he ſays, If Mez would but 
conſider it according to his Hypotheſis (which he there ſets: 
down) then a Trinity in Unity is a very plain, intelligible 
Notion, Again, in Page 74. line g. There will appear (lays. 
he) zo difficulty,or abſaraity in the eſſential Union of Three 
Minds by a Mutual-Conſciouſneſs to each other, But will this: 
Man conclude, That where there 15 no Abſzraity, there is 
therefore no Difficulty neither ? So that, that which re- 


. moves one, muſt needs remove the other too ? Tr is 


ſtrange ro me, That any one who pretends to.argue cloſe- 
ly, ſhould place two words ſo vaſtly different upon the 
fame level. But again, in Page $2. /ze 3o. he tells us, 
That this gives an intelligible account of one of the mojt dif- 
ficult Problems in all School-Divinity, viz. That the whole 


Trinity is not greater than any one Perſon in the Trinity. 


And again, in Page 85. line 14. This Netion (lays he) 
gives a plain account too of that Maxime of the Schools, 
That 
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That all the Operations of the Trinity, ad extra, are common 
to all the Three Perſons. So that by this time we ſec here 
all things relating to the Trinity, made plaiz, eaſe, and 
#telligible ; and that ſince this Man has ſhewed his skill 
upon it, all knots and difficulties are wholly cleared off; 
{o that now none are to be found, though a Man ſhould 
beat his Brains as much to find them, as Divines did 
heretofore to ſolve them. And therefore well may he 
magnifie the Exploits of ſuch a Triumphant Hypotheſis, 
as he does, firſt in his Preface, Page 1. lime 13. (which 
though it be always placed firſt in Books, yet 1s generally 
written laſt) Having told us, That his Original Deſign 
was to vindicate the Doftrines of the Trinity, and Incarnati- 
on, from thoſe pretended Abſurdities, and Contradittions 
which were ſo confidently charged on them: He adds theſe 
words, This (lays he) I am ſure T have done; for I have 
given a veryeaſie and intelligible Notion of a Trinity in Uni- 
zy. It he has, *tis well. But (how great ſoever the af- 
{urance is, wluch he utters this with, as he had always a 
very great ſtock of it) I dare aver, 'That he has here 
ſaid more of himſelf, than any Divine of Note, ſince 
Chriſtianity came into the World, ever durſt ſay, He 
was ſare of, betore. But as high as this ſounds, in Page 85. 
line 27. heraiſes his Voice ſomething higher, or at leaſt 
is more particular in the Encomiums he beſtows upon 
this his Performance in theſe words : Thus (ſays he) 1 
have endeavoured to explain this great and venerable Myſtery 
of a Trinity in Unity. And this I may ſay, That T have gi- 
ven aot only a very poſſible, and a very intelligible Notion of 
it, but ſuch alſo, as is very agreeable to the Phraſe, and Ex- 
preſſions of Scripture, ſuch as preſerves the Majeſty of the Ar- 
ticle, and ſolves all the difficulties of it. By which account, 
as we ſee that our Author is not wanting to the Com- 
mendation of his own Hypotheſis (as it is pity but Se/f- 
Conſciouſneſs,and Self-Commendation ſhould go _— 

D 2 0 


19 


20  Animadverfions, &c. 


ſo we feealſo, that he does it upon three diſtin Heads, x 
or Topicks, which therefore, by his good leave, we 
will as diſtinly conſider. 

And Firſt, for it's being ſo agreeable to the Phr.;/e aud 
Expreſſions of Scripture, I hope amongſt theſe, ſome conſi- 
deration ought to be had of ſuch Texts of Scripture, As 
that forementioned one in the 1 Corinth. 13. 12. Where 
(nodoubt, with reference tothe Myſteries of the Goſpel, 
of which this is one of the chief) we are ſard to ſee but as 
through a glafs darkly, and to know but i# part, &Cc. neither 
of which, can I perſwade my ſelf to think, 1s only ano- 
j ther Expreſſion tor knowing a thing plainly,eaſuly, and intel- 
| ligibly, and without any diate. The like may be ſaid of 
that place in x Per. 1. 12. where the Apoſtle ſpeaking to 
| the Saints, he wrote to, of the things reported to them 

by ſuch as had preached the Goſpel (amongft which, 
this Doctrine, doubtleſs, had it's place, or an equal dith- 
culty at leaſt) headds, That they were ſuch things as the 
Angels deſire to look into. The Greek word is mreeaxuar, 
which all Interpreters lay a peculiar weight and Empha- 
fis upon ; as importing both the earneſt intention of the 
Inſpe&or, and the difficulty of the obje& infpetted, 
| from the Poſture of ſuch as uſe to ſtoop down for the 
l better diſcerning of ſuch things as cannot otherwiſe be 
i well perceived, or look*d into. And now, .is not this 
(think we) a moſt proper and fit poſture for ſuch as 
view and look into things very plain, obvious, and intel- 
ligible ? And yet, I doubt not, but the Azgels, who are 
faid to uſe it, could very eaſtly give us the Philoſophy of 
| Rain, Szow, and Ice, of the Fires burning, and the deſcent 
| of Stones, and other heavy Bodies, winch yet this Author 
will allow o Max of ſenſe and reaſon (without forteiting 
the reputation of both) to preſume to give a Philoſophe- _ 
| cal Account of : Whereas, in the mean time, the.1r:pity 
hl is declared to bea very plain, eaſte, and intelligible Notion, 
| | even 


__ 
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even to ſuch Perſons as can give no ſuch Account of the 
other. And thus much for the Agreement of his Hypothe(is 
with the —_ and Expreſſions of Scripture. 

The next head of its commendation is, That it pre- 
ſerves the Majeſty of this great Article (as he words it : ) 
Bur in much the ſame ſenſe, I ſuppoſe, as his Refuſing the 
Oath, preſerved the Majeſty of King William, and his ta- 
king it, the Majeſty of K. Fames : But, that it preſerves tt 
ſo, as to have a ſingular virtue to encreaſe Mens Veneration 
of it, this I very much queſtion, and demur to : Foraſ- 
much as that old Obſervation that Familiarity breeds Con- 
tempt, holds too frequently, as well as undeſervedly, no 
leſs in Things than in Perſons ; which we are more apt 
to venerate at a diſtance, than upon a clear, plain, and 
full knowledge of them. I do not ſay, That Men 
ought to-do thus ; but ſuch is the preſent ſtate of Na- 
ture, that thus they uſe to do. And it is worth our 
marking ; That where a Man is ſaid to know a thing 
perfectly, he is ſaid To be Maſter of it; and Maſterſhip 
(one would think) is not naturally apt to create in the 
mind, any great awe for the thing, it is thus Maſter of. 
But be it, as it may; thisI am ſure of, That as the Scri- 
pture tells us, That things revealed belong to ns,lo the ſame 
Scripture tells us alſo, 7 hat there are ſecret things, which 
(by a kind of ſacred encloſure) belong only to God, Dent. 
29, 29, And till God ſhall think fit to reveal to us the 
Nature of the Trinity, T, for my part, ſhall reckon it 
amongſt thoſe Secret things: And, accordingly, with all 
the Pious ſubmiſſion of an humble Reaſon falling down 
before it, adore and admire it at a diſtance ; not doubt- 
1ng, but that for this very cauſe, That Men ſhould do 
ſo, God in his Infinite Wiſdom thought fit to ſpread 
fuch a Cloud and Veil over it. And therefore I cannot 

but think, that that Man expreſſed the due meaſures of 
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well : 
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well; who being preſſed in the Schools with an Argyu- 
ment from the Trinity,in oppoſition to the Queſtion held 
by him, gave it noother Anſwer but this : Magi/ter, hoc 
Myſterium 'Trinitatis ex quo argumentaris, eſt potius flexis 
enthus adorandum,quam curiosa nimis indagine ventilanaum. 
The Reſpondent who made this Reply, had the Repute 
of a Learned and Eloquent Man; and I think this Reply 
repreſents him a very Pious, and Diſcreet one too. 

And therefore, as tor the third and laſt Topick, upon 
which our Author would recommend his Hypotheſis a- 
bout the Trinity, viz.That zt ſolves all the difficulties of it. 
I fear, from what hath been laſt ſaid, that it will prove 
as far from being a Commendation, as it is from being a 
Trath ; eſpecially when the Author himſelf, after his 
ſaying ſo, in Page 85. immediately adds, and that in the 
very next words, Page 86. /ine 1. That there may be 4 
great deal more in this Myſtery than we can fathom, &©. Put 
now, if our Author will in this manner utter one Aiſer- 
tion, and immediately after it ſubjoyn another which 

uite overthrows it, who can help this ? For that a great 
tal more ſhould remain in this Myſtery thay we can fathom, 
or that there can be any thing unfathomable in that, 77 
which there is nothing difficult ; or that any thing can be 
difficult, after ſuch an Explication given of it, as ſolves 
all the difficuities of it (for that 1s his very word in Page 85, 
the laſt Lime) I muſt freely confeſs, ſurpaſſes my Under- 
ſtanding, to conceive ; and God bleſs his Underſtanding, 
if 1t can. 

It muſt be confeſſed indeed (as I hinted before in m 
Preface) that in a ſhort Treatiſe lately Publiſhed by 
him, and entituled, Az Apology for Writing against the 
Socinians, he ſeems to deny the Notion of a Trinity to be 


Some Re- comprehenſible and eaſie, Page 15. telling us, © That there 
marks uP- 6 72zft be infinite degrees of knowledge, where the Objedt is 


on his A+ 


pology. 


« Infinite ; and that every new degree is more perfect _ 
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&« that below it : And yet no Creature can attain the higheſt 
& degree of all, which is a perfect Comprehenſion ; ſo that the 
& knowledge of God may encreaſe every day, and Men may 
« mrite plainer and plainer about theſe matters every day, 
« without pretending to make all that is in Goa, even a Tri- 
« pity in Unity, comprehenſible and eaſie, which he calls, 4 
« Spightful and Scanaalons Imputation. By which angry 
words it is manifeſt, that he would fain rid himſelf from 
thoſe Inconveniences which his former unwary, and ab- 
ſurd Afertions had involved hingn. But by his favour, 
the Truth of the Charge ſhall take off the Scaxdal from 
ſuch as make it, whereſoever elſe it may fix it. For I 
have fully ſhewn, That in this his V7zdication, &c, he 
has frequently (and as clearly as words can expreſs a 
thing) affirmed, a Trinity iz Unity to be a plain, eaſie, in- 
telligible Notion ; Where, by Plaiz mult be underſtood 
either 1/7. Such a Plazzzeſs, as excludes all Doubts and 
Difficulties whatſoever : In which ſenſe alone a thing 
can be ſaid to be ſimply and abſolutely p/azz : And in this 
ſence alſo it can admit of none, and much leſs of I»fnite 
degrees of plainer and plaizer ; ſince that, which excludes 
all doubts, certainly can exclude no more. Or 2a!y, The 
word may be taken in a Lax, Popular, and Improper 
ſenſe; for that which 1s fo P/azz, as to have no conſide- 


rable doubt, or dificulty remaining about it. But now,. 


the Notion which Men have of God, or of the Trinity, 
can never be truly ſaid to be P/ajz,1n either of theſe Sen- 
ſes, and therefore not at all. For in the firſt, to be ſure, 
it cannot : No, nor yet in the ſecond. For let Men know 
never {0 much of any Ovject, yet it there remains more 
of that Object actually unknown, than either is, or can 


be known of it, ſuch a knowledge can never render, or 
denominate the Notion of that Object (even in the com- 


mon {ſenſe of the word) P/aiz. And fo, I hope, our Au- 
thor will allow it to be in the {zowledge, Men have of 


Goa, 
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God, and the Bleſſed Trinity. And, whereas he lays no 
{mall ſtreſs upon this, That Men may write plainer and 
plainer of theſe matters every day, I muſt here remind 
him of two Things. 1. That he would be pleaſed to 
tell us, How Men car write plainer and plainer of the Tri- 
nity every Day, after his new Notion of it has ſolved all the 
Difficulties about it, as in the forecited Page 85. line 27. 
he poſitively tells us, if does. For (as I take it) where 
there remains no difficulty, there muſt be the utmoſt de- 
gree of Plairneſs; and withal, when Men are once 
come to the utmoſt of any Thing, they can then go no 
further. 2. I muſt remind him alſo, That the word 
Plainer in the Comparative Degree does not couch under 
it the poſitive ſignification of Plain, but denotes only a 
leſs degree of difficulty, and ſignifies no more than, 
That a Thing, or Notion, is not quite ſo difficult, or 
obſcure, as it was before ; which it may very well 
be, and yet be far from being Plazy, in either of the two 
foregoing ſenſes, laid down by us. And therefore, tho? 
we ſhould admit, That Mex might write plainer and plainer 
of the Trinity every Day ; yet I affirm notwirhſta _ 


bd 
that the Notion of a Trinity in Unity, caninno ſenſe 


be truly ſaid to be plain and eafie, and much leſs, very 
plain and eaſie ; nay, ſo very plain, as to have all the Dift- 
culties of it ems. as this Author has expreſlly affirmed. 
So that if this be a Scandalous Imputation, it is eaſie to 
judge, to whom the Scandal of it muſt belong. 

But beſides all this, I ſee no cauſe to grant this Au- 
thor that, which he ſo freely takes for granted, /for T 
think it very queſtionable) viz. That Men may write 
plainer ana plainer of the Trinity every Day. For, lo far as 
the Writers of the Church have informed us about this 
great Myitery, the Catholick Church for above theſe 
1200 Years paſt, has not only had, and held the ſame 
Notion of a Trinity,but has alſo expreſſed it in the ſame 


way . 
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way and words, with the Church at this very day. And 
for ſo much of this Myſtery, as Divines could give no 
Account of rhen,neither have they given any clearer Ac- 
count of it ever ſince ; nor has the Church hitherto ad- 
vanced one ſtep further in this Subject : Which 1s an e- 
vident demonſtration,that it has already proceeded as far 
in it, as the Reaſon of Man could, or can go. And as for 
any further Diſcoveries of it, which this Author pretends 
to from two Phantaſtick words, found out by himfelt, it 
will not be long, before they ſhall be throughly weighed iz 
the Balance, and found as incouſiderable as the Duſt of it. 

But there 15 one thing more, which TI mult not paſs 0- 
ver; andit 1s this: That in the Paſſage, I tranſcribed 
from him, he lays down that for a certain Principle, 
which 1s indeed an Intolerable Abſurdity, viz. That 
where the Object is infinite, there muſt be infinite degrees of 
knowledge, Now it 15 molt true, 'That nothing but Ift- 
nite knowledge can adequately comprehend an infinite Objcet. 
For which reaſon, God alone can comprehend himſelf, 
and he does it'by one ſimple, indiviſible at, uncapable 
of Parts, or Degrees. But as for Degrees of any ſort, whe- 
ther of kzo»/edze, or any thing elſe, nothing bur a Finire 
Being 1s capable of them ; and therefore for this Man to 
aſſert infinite degrees of knowledge,when Uncreated know- 
ledge 1s uncapable of Degrees, and Created knowledge 
"uncapable of 1zfite Dezrees, 15 a groſs thick picce of 
Tznorance, 1n the firſt, and commoneſt Rudiments of 
Philoſophy. 

ut to return to his Abſurdities about the p/aianeſs ard 
eaſtzeſs of the Notion of a Trinity ia Unity, and therein to 
be as ſhort with him as I can, I ſhall only demand of 
him, Whether he does 1n this 4p-lozy retract and re- 
nounce all, that in his /72:4110a he has Aſſerted quite 
contrary to what he has fince delivered in his Apology. 
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Tf he does, let him declare ſo much, and I have done ; 
but till then, no regard ar all ought to be had to his 4po- 
togy ; as ſerving for nothing elſe, but to ſhew, That ac- 
cording to his accuſtomed way, and known Character, 
he has denied ſome things in one of his Books, which he 
had poſitively, and expreſly affirmed in another ; and 
conſequently proving, That the Apology, which dentes a 
Trinity in Unity to ve compret*2{/ble ans, eafie, and the Vin- 
aication, which forty times cver affirms it to be plain and ea- 
fre ; nay, very pain and eaſie, Iught to pals for the genu- 
ine, undoubted Works of this Author, though they had 
never born his Narre. 

Wherefore upon tlie Reſult of all, what ſhall we, or 
what can we fay to the fore-cited Particulars, which 
with ſo much poſitivenels over and over aflert the p/ain- 
zeſs, and intell:gibility of the Notion of a Trinity ! Which 
yet h:s hitherto amazed and ncnplus?d the whole Chri- 
ſtian Church. For if it be really ſo p/aiz and 1mell'gible, 
as this Author tells us, it muſt to my Apprehenſion un- 
avoidably follow, either that a Myſtery #s a very plain 
zntelligible {Votion, or that the Trinity is xo Myſtery, T 
{hall not here preſume to take this Author's beloved 
word out of his Mouth, and cry Noxſexce, and Contrad:s- 
ion. Bur certainly if the Trinity be a Myſtery, and a 
Myſtery in the nature of it imports ſomerhing hidden, ab- 
fſiruſe, and by bare reaſon not to be underſtood , then to ſay, 
we may have a plain, as well as an intelligible Notion of it ; 
nay, plain even to a demonſtration ; this, to ſay no more, 
is as like a ContradiQtion, as ever it can look. 

But really our Author has ſhewn himſelf very kind 
and communicative to the World : For as in the begin- 
ning of his Book he has vouchſafed to inſtruct us how 
to judge of Contradictions; 1o in the Progreſs of his 


Work he has condeſcendedto teach us (if we _ _ 
| carn 


% 


CHAPTER I. 27 


learn) how to ſpeak and write Contradiftions too. There 
remains therefore only one favour more, viz. 'That he 
would vouchſafe to teach us how to reconcile them alſo. 
For I, for my own part, think it every whit as hard a 
task to reconcile Contradictions, as to reconcile Prote- 
ſtants; and, Thope, much harder. And yet this latter _ 
he has endeavoured to prove in a certain Book, wrote "gpabey 
by him in the Year 1685, a thing not to be done. But ſtarr Re- 
whether it can, or no, Iam ſure, he has hardly publiſhed _ 
any Book ſince, but what manifeſtly proves, That there”"® 3 
is great need of ſome Recoxciler to do the other. 

But why do I ſpeak of reconciling ContradiCtions ? It 
would be a very troubleſome work, if it could be done; 
and a very uncomfortable one, when it could not : And 
therefore our Author (to give him his due) has attemp- 
ted a much ſurer, and more compendious way of clearing 
himſelf of this imputation, than ſuch a long and tedious 
way of reconciling inconſiſtent Propoſitions, could poſ- 
ſibly have been. For having Aſſerted, That we cannot 
Juſtly charge a Contradittios, where we carnot comprehend the 
Nature of the thing ſaid to be contradifed; and that, in 
the next place, here is nothing in the World (which he 
kaoweth of ) the Natere of which we can throughty under- 
ſtand, or comprehend : TI hope it follows, That, where 
nothing can or ought to be contradicted, (as nothing 
ought to be, which cannot be comprehended) none can 
be guilty of a Contradiction. And this, I ſuppoſe, none 
will deny to be an Expedient, every way anſwerable, 
and equal to our Author”s Occaſions : For otherwiſe I 
cannot ſee what can ſtand between kimand the charge of 
many Scurvy, Coatradictory Affertions ; but that which 
ſhall effeQtually prove, and make out to us, That indeed 
there neither «, mor can be any ſuch thing as a Contra- 


aiftion. | 
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Containing an Account of ſeveral Terms, commonly 


made uſe of in Diſcourſing of the Divine Nature 
and Perſons ; and particularly ſhewing the Pro- 
priety of applying the Words, Eflence, Sub- 
ſtance, Nature, Inhnity, and the like, to this 
great Subjet ; an laſtly proving this Author's 
Exceptions againſt the uſe of them about tie 
ſame, falſe, groundleſs, and impertinent : With 
ſome further Remarks upon his forementioned 


Apology. 


UR Author ſeems ſo deſirous to advance nothing, 
() upon this ſublime Subject, but what ſhall be per- 
fectly new, that in order to the making way for his par- 
ticular Novelties, he Quarrels with almoſt all the old 
words, which Divines, in their Diſcourſes about the 
Divine Nature, and Perſons,were heretofore accuſtomed 
to make uſe of, He can by no means approve of the 
words Eſſence, Subſtance, Nature, Subſiſtence, and ſuch 
like ; as reckoning them the Cauſes of all the Difficulties, 
and ſeeming Abſurdities, that are apt to perplex Mens 
minds in their Speculations of the Deity, and the Trini- 
ty, 4 Sect. p. 68, 69, 70. and therefore they mult be laid 
aſide, and made to give way to other Terms, which he 
judges properer, and more accommodate to thoſe 'Theo- 
ries. To which purpoſe, though our Author has fixed 
upon two purely of his own Invention, (which are to do 

| ſuch 
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fuch wonderful feats upon this SubjeQt, as in all paſt A- 
ges were tfever yet ſeen nor heard of before, and which 
I therefore reſerve in due place to be conlidered of par- 
ticularly by themſelves) yet ar preſent the Author leems 
molt concerned to remove, and caſhier the fore-mentic- 
ned uſeleſs, cumberſome words, and to ſubſtitute ſome 
better, and more uſeful, in thetr room : Such as Ezeral 
Truth and Wiſdom, Goodneſs and Power, Mind and Spirit, 
&c. which being once admitted, and applyed to all Di- 
{putes about the Divine Nature (and an Ac# of Excluſto 
paſt upon the other) the way will become preſently 
{mooth and open betore us, and all things relating to the 
Myſtery of the Trinity (according to our Author's own 
excellent words) be made very plain, eafte, and intellio7- 
ble. Nevertheleſs, as 1 ;2ay ſo ſpeak (to borrow another 
of our Author's Elegancies) /e# ot him that putteth on 
his Armour, boast as he that putteth it off. A great Pre- 
miſſor, with a great Hiatus, being much better ar raiſing 
an Expectation, than ar anſwering it. And hitherto I 
can fee nothing but words, and vapour : "Though after 
all, it is Performance, and the iſſue of things alone that 
mult ſhew the ſtrength and reaſon of the biggelt Pre- 
Fences. 

Now for the clearer, and more diſtinct diſcuſſion of 
the matter in hand, I ſhall endeavour to do theſe Four 
things. 

I. I ſhall ſhew, That the ground upon which this 
Author excepts agatufr the uſe of the Terms, Nature, 
Efſeace, Subſtance, Subſiſlence, &Cc. in this Subje&t, is 
falſe and miſtaken. | 

HI. I ſhall ſhew, That the ſame Difficulties ariſe from 
the Terms, Truth, W:{acm, Goodarſs, Power, &c. uled for 
tie Explication of the iZ1vine icing, that are objected 
againit Eſſence, Subſtance, Natare, and the like. 
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III. I ſhall ſhew, That theſe Terms do better, and 
more naturally explain the Deity, or Divine Being, than 
thoſe other of Trurh, Wiſdows, Goodneſs, &c. And, 

IV. And Laſtly, I ſhall ſhew, That the Difficulty of 
our Conceiving rightly of the Deity, and the Divine 
Perſons, does really procced from other Cauſes. 

Theſe four things, I ſay, I will give ſome brief Ac- 
count of. | 

But becauſe the Subject, T am about to engage in, is 
of that Nature, that moſt of the Metaphyſical, and Schoo!- 
Terms hitherto made uſe of by Divines upon this occaſi- 
on, will naturally, and neceſſarily fall in with it, I think 
it will contribute not a little to our more perſpicuous 
proceeding in this Diſpute, to ſtate the Import and Sig- 
nification of theſe Terms, Eſſence, Subſtance, Exiſtence, 
Subſiſtence, Nature, and Perſonality, with ſuch others, as 
will, of courſe, come in our way, while we are treatin 
of, and explaining theſe. And here, firſt of all, accord- 
ing to the old Peripaterick Philoſophy, which, for ought 
I fee, (as to the main Body of it at leaſt) has ſtood it's 
ground hitherto againſt all Aſſaults : I look upon the Di- 
viſion of Ezs, or Beizg (a ſummary word for all things) 
into Subſtance and Accident, as the Primary, and moſt 
Comprehenſive (as we hinted before in our firſt Chap- 
ter.) But that I may fix the ſenſe and ſignification of 
theſe Terms, all along as T go, by giving them their 
reſpeQive Definitions, or at leaſt Deſcriptions, where 
the former cannot be had, I look upon Ezs, or Being, to 
be truly and well defined, That which is ; though, T muſt 
confeſs, it 1s not ſo much a perfe& Definition, as a No- 
tation of the word from the ay, > Verb e#. For to 
define it by the Term Eſſezce, by ſaying, That Exs, or 


Being, is that which has an Eſſence, though it be a true 
Propoſition, yet I believe it not ſo exactly proper a Deti- 
nition ; 
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nition ; ſince the Terms of a Definition ought to be ra- 
ther more known than the thing defined : Which in the 
fore-ment1oned Caſe is otherwiſe. As for Subſtance, Idefine 
that to be a Being not inhering in another ; that 1s to ſay, 
ſo exiſting by it ſelf, as not to be ſubjeCted in it, or ſup- 
ported, this way, by it. Accident, T define, a Being in- 
hereat 1n another, as in a Subject ſupporting it, and with- 
out which it cannot exiſt, or ſupport it ſelf, Which 
Diviſion being made by Terms contradictory, viz. Inhe- 
ring in another, and not inhering in another, muſt needs 
be adequate, and perfect, and fully comprehenſive of 
the whole that is divided thereby. 

But now, beſides theſe two Terms of Subſtance and 
Accident, there is another aſſigned by Logicians, Meta- 
phyſicians, and School-men, called, a Mode of Being, viz. 
{uch a thing, as being added to another, does not make 
any addition of another Being, or degree of Being to it, 
but only reſtrains, and determines it; and may be defi- 
ned an Afﬀedction of a thing, or Being, by which the Na- 
ture of it, otherwiſe indeterminate and mndifferent, 1s deter- 
mined to ſome certain reſpe, fate, or condition. Thus, 
whereas the Nature of a thing may be conſidered either 
as yet in its Cauſes, or as actually produced, and exiſt- 
ing out of them, either of theſe is a Mode of that Na- 
ture ; the firſt rendring 1t only Potential, the other A4- 
ual: Nor 1s this a meer Ezs Rationts, foraſmuch as it 
affects the Being of a thing antecedently to any Operati- 
on of the mind paſſing uponit. And the Reaſon aſſigned 
by ſome Logicians for the allowing and aſſerting theſe 
Modes, is this : "That ſome things mult neceſſarily be ad- 
mitted to beloag to Beizg, which are not Beings them- 
ſelves, to prevent an Iz{1nite progreſs in Beings. For ſince 
every thing is capable of being defined, or deſcribed, 
and yet nothing can be defined merely by ir (elf, (an 

Identical 


232 


Animadverſions, &Cc. 


Identical Propoſition being no Definition) 1t muſt needs 
be defined by ſomewhat or other , diſtinct from it ſelf ; 
but now if that be alſo a Berzz, then thar hkewiſe muſt 
be defined by another Beizg, and that by another, and 
{0 0n 77 7#fizitam; which would be moſt abſurd : Wherc- 
as, if this definition, or deſcription of a thing be made 
by ſome Modzs of it, which 15 not {trictly and properly 
a Beize 1t ſelf, rhe thing preſently ſtops here, without 
any neceſſity of proceeding ro any more Beizgs. - But 
perhaps it will be here ſaid, if theſe Modes are not ſo ma- 
ny meer No!hizgs, or Entia Rationis, what order, or 
rank ſhall they be placed in 2 Since thoſe ten heads of 
Being, which we call Predicaments, cannot ſeem the pro- 
per Receptacles of things, which we own not to be pro- 
perly, or formally, Bezzgs. IT Anſwer, That though 
they are not Bezzgs, properly ſo called, and ſo not di- 
rely, and upon their own Account, placeable under 
any of the Ten fore-mentioned Heads of Berg ; yet 
ſince they are Appendages of Beizg, as cleaving to it, 
and depending upon it, they are accounted under, and 
reduced to thoſe reſpective Heads, or gezera of Benz, to 
which the B:zz2s modified by them, do direQly belong. 
Now the Nature of theſe Moaz being thus accounted 
for, we are, in the next place, to take notice of the df 
ference reſulting from them, which we call 37o4z/ ; and 
that is either between two, or more, ſuch Modes difter- 
ing from one another ; as the Perſonalities belonging ro 
ſeveral Perſons, differ amongſt themic:ve- ; or when a 
thing, or Being, ditters ftrom the Vote aif-<tingy it 3 or 
Laſtly, When ſeveral things thus modified, or affeted, 
do by vertue of thoſe Modes diifer irom « ..2 another ;* 
and thus the Perſons in the Blefſcu irinity may be ſaid 
to dijer amonglt themiclves. 
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T proceed now to thoſe other Terms of Efſexce, Exi- 
Pence, Nature, Subſiſtence, and Perſonality. And firſt for 
Eſſence : As T ſhewed, that Ezs, or Berzg, might be tru- 
ly defined, That which is ; 10 Eſſeace may be as truly and 
properly defined, That by which a thing is what it is ; that 
is to ſay, by which it is Conſtiruted in ſuch a kind, or 
order of Beizg : And this diiferenceT take to be founded 
in the difterent ground, upon which we conceive of the 
ſame thing. Accordingly the Eſſezce of a thing, no leſs 
than the thing it ſelf, may be conſidered, either as yet 
in the Power of its Cauſes, and only producible by them, 
or as attually exiſting, and produced by them. By which 
we ſee, that an Eſſexce, as ſuch, may be indifterent to 
exiſt, or not exiſt ; and that from hence ſprings the dit- 


terence between Eſſeace and Exiſtence. "There is indeed 


a Reality aſcribed to it, even without Exiſtence : But 
that is not properly a reality 1n the thing it felt, but part- 
ly in reſpeCt of the power of its Cauſes enabling them to 
produce it ; and partly, becauſe it is properly the Sub- 
jcR of Science, and capable of having true Propoſitions 
formed of it, and Demontitrations built upen it : As we 
may form as true Propoſitions of a Roſe in Winter, and 
demonſtrate all the Properties of it, as of their proper 
Subject, by their proper reſpeCtive Principles, as well, 
as while it 15 aftually flouriſhing upon the Tree. And 
this is all the reality which I think can be aſcribed to 
Eſſeace, in its ſeparation from Exiſtence. As. for Exi- 
ſteace it ſelf, it may be defined, that Mode, or Aﬀection 
of Being, by which a thing ſranas actually produced out of 
the power of its Cauſes ; or, at leaſt, not aQtually included 
in any Cauſe; in which ſenſe God himſelf does exiſt. 
From whence it appears, That in Created Beings, E/- 
ſence bears no ſuch neceſſary Connexion with Ex:jzerce, 
fince it 1s not neceſſarily included in the Nature of any 

finite 


Animadverſions, &c. 


finite Being, that it muſt needs be produced, or a&tu- 
ally Exiſt, But it muſt be confeſſed, That Exi#texce be- 
ing a perfeCtion, and, in God eſpecially, a very great 
one, muſt of neceſſity be included in his very Eſſexce, as 
containing 1n it (formally, or eminently) all. ſorts, or 
degrees. of perfe&tion. 'The next Term is Subſi/tence, 
which isa Mode of Being, by which a thing exiſts by 
itſelf, without exiſting in another, either as a part in 
the whole, or an Adjartt in the Subjeff, TI lay an Ad- 
juact, not an Accident, for a Subſtance may be an Ad- 
junct, And, I think, if we would aſſign a way, by 
which the humane Nature of Chriſt exiits in the Perſon 
of the oy, we ſhall hardly find out a fitter, than to 
ſay, Thar it exiſts in it, as an Adjunct in the Subject. 
For it 1s certain, That it does not exiſt in it, as a part in 
the whole ; ſince by this means, the ſecond Perſon in 
the 'Trinity, muſt, till his Incarnation, have wanted one 
part of his Perſon. Burt I ſhall not be poſitive in the Ap- 
plication of this Term here. In the mean time it mult 
be obſerved, 'That Eſſexce and Subſiſtence really differ, (10 
faras a Modal difference is reduced to a Real) not only 
in Created Beings, but alſo in Uncreate. In Created it 
is evident ; foraſmuch as a part divided from the whole, 
loſes the Subſiſtence which it had from thence, but ſtil] 
continues its Exiſtence, as being {till a Subſtance actually 
{ubſiſting by it ſelf, and not inhering in any Subject, as 
Accidents do. Nor is it leſs evident in the Deity it ſelf, 
and the Divine Perſons belonging to it. For one and 
the ſame undivided Exiſtence, as well as one and the 
ſame Eſſexce or Nature belongs to all the three Perſons 
equally ; whereas yet every Perſon has his own proper 
diſtinct Subſiſtence by himſelt ; which muſt make as great 
a difference between Exiſtence and Sabſiſtence, as that 


which unites ſeveral Perſons into one. Nature, and that 
| ' which 


"Re S& its, 3. NR Og 


CHAPTER II. 


which, perſonally diſtinguiſhes them from one another. 
And then alſo for Chriſt's Perſon, with reference to his 
humanity ; though thus ſab{ifs by the Subſiſtence of the 
25y©-, yet it does not properly /ubſi/t by the Ex:ſtezce of 
ir, (ſince every diſtinct Nature muſt have its own di- 
ſtin&t Exiſtence) which ſhews, That even in the Oeco- 
nomy of this Divine Perſon, Ex:/texceand Subſiſtence muſt 
be conſidered as formally different ; ſince ſomething, we 
ſee, may relate to, and be affirmed of one, which cannot 
be affirmed of, or bear the ſame relation to the other. 
Now, whatſoever Being, or Nature, this Mode of Sub- 
[;/ence does belong to, thar is properly called a Szppoſt- 
tum; as being a thing, which by no means exiſts in any 
other, but as a Baſis, or foundation, ſupports ſuch things, 
or Beings, as exiſt in it; from which alſo it receives 1ts, 
Name of uqa e999, And the Conſequence of this is, 
That as Subſistence makes a thing, or Being, a Suppoſirum ; 
ſo ſuppoſitality makes it 7zcommunicable; fince that which 
makes it uncapable of exiſting in another, muſt alſo hin- 
der it from being Communicated to another. And ano- 
ther Conſequence of the ſame is, That every Suppoſirum, 
or Being, thus Subſifting by it ſelf, is a complear Being ; 
that is, ſuch an one as is not made for the Completion of 
any other : For whatſoever is ſo,muſt naturally exiſt in it, 
as a part does in the whole, or at leaſt be originally de- 
ſigned foto do. This Account being given of S#b(i5texce, 
and of a Suppoſitum, which is Conſtituted ſuch by it, it 
will be caſte to give an Account alſo what a Perſoz 1s ; 
which 1s properly defined Suppoſirum Rationale, or Intel- 
ligens. So that as a Swppoſitum 15 ſub5tantia ſingularis com- 
pleta per ſe ſubſitens ; fo the Ratzo Intelleftiva, being ad- 
ded to this, makes it a Perſoz, which is a farther perfeCti- 
on of Suppoſitality, and the utmoſt perfe&tion of Subſi- 
ltence, as Subſiſtence and Suppoſitality is the utmoſt 
F - 
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Bound and Perfection of Exiſtence in all Beings not In- 
telligent. 

If it be here now asked : Whether Subſiſtence, or Sup- 
poſirality added to bare Natare, does not make a Compo- 
ſition ? I Anſwer, That in Created finite Perſons it does, 
but not in Uncreated and Infinite : And the reaſon is, 
Becauſe though all Compoſition implys Union ; yet all 
Union, 1s not therefore a Compoſition, but ſomething 
higher and tranſcendental ; ſo that in the Divine Perſons 
of the Trinity, The Divine Nature, and the Perſonal 
Subſiſtence coaleſce into one, by an Incomprehenſible, 
Ineffable kind of Union and Conjun&tion. And if this 
docs not farisfie, (as I think it rationally may) I muſt 
needs profeſs, That my Thoughts and Words can nei- 
ther riſe higher, nor reach further. 

* Having thus ſtated and fixed the ſignification of the 
fore-mentioned Terms, I cannot but remark theſe two 
things of the Term, or Word, Eſſexce. As, 

1. That it is ſometimes taken not only tor the Ratio 
formalis ents, but ſimply and abſolutely for an entire En- 
tity, or Being it ſelf. And 

2. That thoſe two other Terms, NVatare and Form, 
are for the moſt part uſed as Terms equipollent, and of 
the ſame ſignification with it : Vatare being the Efſexce 

: of a thing conſidered as an Active, Productive Principle ; 
and Form being the Eſſexce,, or Natare of a thing, as 1t is 
thechicf Principle, giving Being and Perfection to it, in 
the way of Compolition. Nevertheleſs it is ſometimes 
aiſo applycd to ſimple uncompounded Natures promi- 
-{cuouſly with the other. So that we ſee here, 'Vhar E/- 
fence, Form, and Nature, generally taken, are only three 
tormally diſtin&t Conſiderations of one and the ſame 
ching ; which T thought fit to take notice of, to prevent: 
all cavil, or miſtake about the ule of theſe Terms. 
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F have now gone over,and ſeverally given an Account 
of the Notions of Beize, Subſtance, Accident, Modes of 
Being, Eſſence, Form, Natare, Subſiſtence and Perſonality ; 
and hereby, I hope, laid ſome foundation for our clearer, 
and more intelligible diſcourſing of the great Article we 
have undertook to reſcue from a falſe /izdicatioz : There 
being hardly any one of all the foregoing Terms, of 
which a clear and diſtinct Notion is not highly requiſite 
to a clear, explicite, and diſtinct conſideration of the 
Subject now before us. Concerning which, I think fit 
to note this, That (ſo far as I can judge) the thing now 
in diſpute is not, what fully and exactly expreſles, or re- 
preſents the Nature of God (for nothing can do that : ) 
But what is our beſt and moſt rational way of conceiving 
and ſpeaking of him, and ſubject to feweſt Inconveni- 
ences ; and for this, we ſhall debate it, whether this 
Author, or we take the beſt courſe. 

Theſe things being thus premilſed, and laid down, we 
ſhall now reſume the four Heads firſt propoſed to be 
ſpoken of by us, and Diſcourſe of them ſeverally : 
And, 

r. I ſhall ſhew, That the Ground upon which this 
Author excepts againſt the uſe of the Terms Subſtazce, 
Eſſence, Subſiztence, &Cc. in treating of this Subje&, is 
falſe, and miſtaken. His Exceptions againſt them we 
find in Page 68, 69, and 70. of his Book. © The great 
« difficulty ({ays he) of concerviag a Trinity of Perſons in 
* one Infinite and undivided Eſſence, or Sub5tance, ariſes 
* from thoſe groſs aud material Ideas, we have of Eſſeace 
«* and Sub5tance, when we ſpeak of the Eſſence, or Sub5tauce 
* of God, or Created Spirits. We can form no Ide of Sub- 
* ſtance,but what we have from matter;/hat is ſomething 
* extended in a triple dimenſion of length, breadth, and 
* aepth, which is the Subject of thoſe Qualities which in= 
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&« here and ſubſiit in it. And therefore, as matter is the 
&« Subject of all ſenſible Qualities, ſo we conceive ſome ſuch 
« Subſtance of a Mind, or Spirit, which is the Subjett of 
« Will aud Underſtanding, Thoughts and Paſſions; and 
« ther we find it impoſſible to concerve how there ſhould be 
« three Divine Perſons, which are all Infinite without three 
&« adiitintt Infinite Subſtances, each ditintt Infinite Perſon 
« having a diftintt Infinite Subſtance of his own : And if we 
&« grant this, it ſeems a plain Contradidtion to ſay, That 
<« theſe three diſtinct Infinite Subſt ances are but one Numert- 
& cal Infinite Subſtance, &c., Thus far our Author : And 
I freely grant, Thar this does not only /cexz (as he ſays) 
but really is a Contradictioz. And, before I have done 
with him, I will prove to him alſo, That to ſay, That 
three di;tinit Infinite Minds are but one Numerical Infinite 
Mind, (which ſhall be efteQtually laid at his Door) or, 
That three diſtinit Infinite Minds, are not three diſtin In- 
finite Subſtances, or Eſſences, are as groſs, and palpable 
ContradiCtions as the other. But he goes on in the ſame 
Pagea little lower, © We kzow nothing (ſays he) of the 
« Divine Eſſence, but that God is an Infinite Mind ; and if 
&« we ſeek for any other Eſſence, or Subſtance in God, but an 
« Infinite Mind ; that is, Infinite Wiſdom, Power, and 
« Goodneſs, the Eſſence of God, though conſidered but as 
« one Numerical Perſon, us as perfectly unintelligible to us, 
« as the one Numerical Eſſence,or Subſtance of i Divine 
« Perſons in the ever-bleſſed Trinity. In which words, I 
think this Author guilty of a double Abſurdiry. One, 
That he ſuppoſes a Mzzd not to be an Eſſence, or Sub- 


ſtance ; and it 15 manifeſt, that he does ſo, ſince he finds 


fault with Subſtance, and puts Mizd in the room of it : 
Whereas a Mzd is really a Subſtance, or Nothing ; not 
that there 1s 2othing in the World beſides Subſtance, but 
nothing elſe which a Mzzd can be properly ſaid. to be. 
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His other Abſurdity is, his ſuppoſing Mzizd, Wiſdom, 
Power, and Goodneſs, to be the ſame ; whereas Wiſdom 
and Gooadzeſs, are not properly a Mizd, but the AﬀeCtt- 
ons, or Attributes of a Mz:izd. And here let not our 
Author tell me, That they are all one and the ſame thing 
in God : For that is no News ; yet nevertheleſs, 1Mzza, 
Wiſdom, Power, Goodneſs, &Cc. are formally diſtinct from 
one another, and ſo not affirmable of oze another : And 
in ſpeaking of things, the forma! differences of them 
muſt ſtill be attended to : God's Juftice and his Mercy 
are one pure ſimple Act in Him ; but he that ſays, His 
Juſtice 15 his Mercy, ſpeaks abſurdly for all that : And he 
who ſays, That a Mzzd is Wiſlom, or Goodneſs, or 
Power, &c. ſpeaks juſt at the ſame rate. 

But again in Page 70. © It is this groſs and material 


& imagination (lays he) about the Eſſence and Subſtance of 


« the Deity, which occaſions all the difficulties about the No- 
&« tion of one God, as well as of a Trinity in Unity. For 
& we cannot imagine how any Subſtance ſbould be without a 
« beginning, how it ſhould be preſent tn all places without 
« parts and without extenſion, how Substance, Eſſence, Eox- 
< i/texce, and all Divine Attributes and Powers (which 
& are diſtinit things in Created Spirits ) ſhould be all the ſame 
&« and one ſimple Ac in God, &c, From all which we 
are. (according to this Author) to conclude, That the 
Terms Subſtance, Eſſence, and Exiſtence, ought to be 
laid aſide in all Diſcourſes of the Deity ; as ſerving for 
nothing but to cauſe in us thoſe falſe Notions of it. 
Nor are thoſe only excepted againſt, but alſo all Divize 
Attribates and Powers ; for in his laſt words (newly quo- 
ted) he equally joyns and puts them all together. And 
what monſtrous work this muſtneeds make in our Con- 
ceptions and Diſcourſes of God, ſhall, T hope, in the 
proceſs of this Diſpute, be made to appear. 
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In order to which,]I do here firſt of all,in oppoſition to 
what this Author has Aflerted about Sz#/tamce and Mate 
ter, lay down this Propotition, viz. That Sabſtance 1n 
the proper Nature, and Notion of it, includes no Com- 
munication with, or refpect to Matter at all. And this 
I prove to him by one plain Argument, beforel proceed 
to any thing, that is Metaphyſical, viz. That there was 
Sebjtaace in the $Vorld before ever there was Matter; and 
therefore the Notion of the former does not eflentially 
include 1n it the Notion of the latter : For, ſurely, if the 
Being of one might be without the Being of the other,the 
Notion of the one may be no leſs without the Notion of 
the other too. Now that there was Subſtance in the 
World before Matter, I prove from this, 'That there 
was a Being exiſtiag by it ſelf, in the World, before Mat- 
ter, and therefore there was Szb#axce : For this 1s the 
very definition of Subitance, That zt is a Being exiſting by 
zt ſelf, and conſequently they mult reciprocally infer one 
another, as the definition and rhe thing defined by it al- 
ways do. And then, that there was a Being thus exi- 
ting by it ſelf, before Matter, 1s proved from hence, 
That there was a Being which produced Matter, which 
nothing but a Being exiſting by it ſelf could do. And 
now I would fain know of our Author, Whether we 
may not have a clear and diſtinct Conception of ſuch a 
Being, without ſo much as thinking of Matter. And if 
we may, (as I {ce nothing to hinder us) then it is falſe, 
that the Notion of Subſtance does neceſſarily engage our 
thoughts in, or confound them with the Idea of Matter. 
Beſides, all the World does, and muſt allow, that we 
may have a full and perfect Conception of a Gems, or 
Generical Nature of a thing, without conſidering any 


of its Spectes. And withal, that it is impoſſible, that ſuch a 


Generical Nature ſhould include in it any one of the Spe- 
cifick 


- wotth i s " a RE 


CaHarPpTrER IL. 


cifick Differences of the things, which it "is Communi- 
cable to, and which are contained under 1t; for if ſo, 
then one Specz/es would include in it the Specifick diffe- 
rence of the other oppoſite Speczes ; foraſmuch as includ- 
ing in it the Generical Nature, it muſt include all that 1s 
included in that Nature too: Which would be infinitely 
abſurd. But now Subſtance is a Generical Nature, e- 
qually communicable both to Material and Immaterial 
Subſtances, as to two diſtinct Speczes ; and conſequent- 
ly in its Preciſe Conception, implys nothing of Materi- 
ality in it; and for that cauſe may be conceived and 
known, and diſtinctly repreſented to our minds with- 
outit. Nay, and to ſhew further the difference be- 
tween Subſtance, and Matter, in the proper Notions of 
cach, This Propoſition, Subftazzce is not Matter, 15 Cer- 
tainly true ; true, I ſay, particularly though not aniver- 
ſally; that is, with reference to all thoſe Subſtances, the 
Nature of which excludes all Matter, as the Nature of 
Angels, and of the Souls of Men, confeſſedly does. But 
now, if the general Nature of Subſtance eſſentially im- 
plyed in it Matter, it could nor be truly ſaid of any one 
particular Subſtance in the World, That it is not Matter. 
Mr. Hobbs T know, makes Subſtance and Matter Com- 
menſurate, or rather the ſame. But methinks, though 
ſome have latcly wrote after him in his lewd Politicks, 
no Divine ſhould venture to fall in with him in his Na- 
tural Philoſophy too, for fear of ſome certain Conſe- 
quences, which, it is too well known, mult follow from 
it. Ina word, the firſt thing to be conceived in God, 
is, That he is a Being ;, the next, That he is a Being exiſi- 
ing by it ſelf; that 1s, in other words, He is a Subſtance : 
And therefore, I hope, we may both form an Idea of 
Subſtance, and afterwards apply it to God, without 
piunging our ſelves into the groſs Imaginations of Mar- 
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ter. And {© far doall other Divines, and Philoſophers 
differ from this Man, that they aftirm the word Sub- 
ffazce much more properly, and really applicable to 


. God, than to any of the Creatures ; which certainly it 


could never be, if \it implyed any ſuch eſſential cog- 
nation to Matter, eitier in the Nature, or Notion of it. 

It 15 evident therefore, "That there 15 no neceſlity from 
thc thing it felf to juitifie this Author's Objection. And 
a5 for thoſe groſs and Material Imaginations of Sub- 
itance, taken upand borrowed from Material Corporeal 
tizings, nothing can be inferred from thence to his pur- 
polz. For is it good arguing to conclude, "I hat becauſe 


- a thing 1s actually thus or thus, 1t cannot poſſibly be c- 


therwiſe ? Do nor ſome form to themſelves groſs and 
adfiird Imaginarions of God the Father, from that Ex- 
preflion of the Ancient of Days, Dan. 7. 9. repreſenting 
Him to their thoughts, as an Old Man fitting in Hea- 
ven ? Bur may not others therefore, who are wiſer, 
conceive more worthily of him, without laying aſicle 


that Scripture-expreſſion ? If it be a good Argument. 


(as it isall our Author brings) that Terms, which may 
occaſion groſs and Material Imaginations in the Minds 
of Men, ought not te be applyed to God ; then I hope 
it is as much an Argument 1n one thing as in another. 


And accordingly I deſire to know of him, Whether the 


Terms Bezettizg, and berxs begot, Farther and Soz, are 
rot very ticly applyed to, and uſed about the Divine 
Perſons? And if fo, Whether they are not altogether 
as hard to be abſtracted from material Tmaginations, as 


the Notions of Efſezce, or Szbſfance are, or rather, in- 


deed, much harder ? I believe all thinking Men will 
conclude they are. Nay, and I ſhall venture to tell 
him furcher, "That theſe ewo words, partly through 


their Corporeal ſignification, and partly through the 
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weakneſs of Men's Minds, have occaſioned more dith- 
culties about the Notion of a Dezty, and a 77inity too, 
than ever the words Eſſezzce, or Sub/tace did, or perhaps 
could do: And yer, for all rhat, the Spirit of God has 
thought fir to make uſe of them to expreſs ſo ſacred a 
Myſtery by. But this Man ſhould have remembred, 
That how groſs and Material ſoever the Repreſentations 
of things are, which our ſenſes firſt make to us, there is 
a Tnd:cium Correfivum in Reaſon, as the ſuperiour fa- 
culty, which is to confider and ſeparate what is grols 
and Material in them, from what 1s otherwile, till at 
ength by rejecting ſome Notions, and retaining others, 
it finds out ſomething even in the moſt Material things, 
winch may rruly, properly, and becomingly be applyed 
to the pureſt and moſt Immaterial. But to give a fuller 
Account of this matter, we mult obſerve, That the Idea 
of Suv5tazce may be ſaid to be taken from Matter two 
ways. 

i. Remotely and Occa/iozally ; as the Obſervation of 
Matcrial Things may tirit ſet Reaſon to work, which 
12 the {trengrh of its own Diſcourſe may draw from 
thence the knowledge of Immaterials, as the Apoſtle 
tells us 11 Rowe. 1. 20. That the Tnwifible things of God, 
from the Creation, were clearly [ven and underſtood from the 
ihings that are made, Viz, Such viſible ſenſible Objects, as 
Men daily converſe with : And if ſo, then ſurely theſe 
do not neceſſarily diſpoſe the Mind of Man ro groſs and 
Material Imaginations of the things ſo apprehended by 
it, But 

2. The Idea of Subſtance may be ſaid to be taken 
irom Matter immediately and exemplarily, as when the I- 
magination does, (as it were) tranſcribe and copy one 
trom the other, and take one for the repreſentation of 
the other ; and this, I contels, mult necds imprint a ve- 
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_ be without a Beginning, and how it ſhould 
»/xces. T tell him, This 1s not the Point in Controverſie, 
Whether we can imagine it, or no ? But I tell him with- 
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ry groſs Idea of Sub/Faxce upon the Imagination : And to 
this way may be reterred all thoſe groſs and Material 
Ideas of Subltance, which this Author ſo much exclaims 
agzinft. Put then, all this is from the neglect of the Per- 


ſon, in not imploying lis Reaſon to correct and refine 


the frſt reporrs of Sence, as he might and ought to have 
done ; and it from hence we conclude an utter Incapa- 
city in the thing it ſelf to be improved and heighrened 
into Immaterial Repreſentations, and thereupon to be 
conceived and ipoken gf agrecably to them, we mult 
even expect a Teacher to be ſent down from Heaven to 
turnih us with a new Language, or we muſt {hut up 
our Mouths, and put up our Pens, and not ſpeak, or 
write of Divine Matters at all. 

And theretore whereas this Author further adds, in 
Page 70. 1hat we cannot imazine how apy — [hould 
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al, That it is as cafie for the Mind of Man to conceive 
all this of Sub/fazce, as of any thing clſe whatſoever. 
For, Why not a Subſtance without Beginning, as well as 
Truth, or Wiſdom, or Goodneſs, without a Beginning ? I 
{av, Lerhim ſhew me ſome ſolid Reaſon why. In the 
mean time, I can tell him, That of the two, it ſhould 
ſcem leſs difficult to 1magine rhe Erernal Exiſtence of 
Sabitauce,than of Truth ; ſince Subſtance 1s in order of 
Narure before it : as the Subject muſt needs be before 
that which aftects it. Though in very deed, the main 
difficulty here, is not ſo much to find out which of thoſe 
Perfections may be the moſt eafily conceived to have 
been without a Beginning, as 1t 15 to bring the mind to 
2 full and clear Conception, How any thing at all is fo ? 
While it finds 1t ſelf wholly at a loſs in running up its 

| thoughts 


* 
SIG: 
GO># 


GCGrHaPtikrs it 


thoughts ſtill higher and higher, without any bound or 
ſtint t to determine them. And this; it is, and _ the par- 
ticular Nature of Efſence, or Subſtance, that nonpluſſes 


and confounds our Reaſon in theſe unitmited Sreculatt- 
ons. And whereas he goes on in the nex* w ords, and 
tells us, 'That we cannot imagine, How $4/fazce, Eo 


ence, and all the Divine Arcrubuces. aaa Powers ſhould ve 
all one and the ſame ſimple Aft in Goa? 1 Anſwer, What 
if we cannot ? Muſt nothing be applyed to Go ad, but 
what ſhall let us into the full knov ledge of all that 1s 
difficulc and myſterious in the Divine Nature ? Or will 
this Man ſay, That the Application of the Terms #/- 
ſence and Subitance to God, 1s the true caule and reaſon, 
why we cannot appre end, How Sub5tance and Ex:j/cnce, 
= all the Divine Attributes and Powers, are 0ze ad he 
{ame (imple Act ia God ? For this 15 the thing that he has 
been profeſſedly driving at,and therefore ought to prove 
And beſides, as what he has here alledged, is nothing to 
his purpoſe, withour the proof of that, ſo it is all buta 
meer fallacy, a fallacy of the Accident : For albeit, we 
cannot apprehend how all theſe Attributes are one” and 
the ſame ſimple Act in God], yet ſurely it witl not follow 
hence, that we carnot apprchend chem ſingly and ſeve- 
rally by themſelves, and as we ſo apprehend them, ap- 
ply them properly and fitly to God. And here T can not 
but take notice ofa way of Arguing uſual with this Au- 
thor, as, I capt concerve, anc | 1 cannot unde {t, wa, and I 
cannot imagine, &c. After winch, as if he had laid down 
irrefragable Premiſes, he co! cluctes, That the thing it 
felf is not to b2 comcerwed, anc aerſtooa, Or imagized, it 
for my part, I mult be excuſed, the t Icannor allow ti1's 
Man's lingle Judgment (or M emndice rather) tor the u- 


_niverſal Standard, or meaſure of humane Reaſon: co 


that ſuch a way of diſcourſing proves any thing hu thc 
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aTumning humour of him who uſes it ; and one ſtrangely 
full of Himfclf, inſtead of better things. 

fn concluſion therefore, I do here aſſert, That the 
oroi5 and Material Imaginations which Men form to 
themltlves of Szbitanre, procced not from the thing it 
ſeit, but from the grolſineſs and fault of the Perſons who 
take up theſe Imaginations. And accordingly I affirm 
ro this Author, That that Afertion of his in Page 69. 
1 hat we can form no Idea of Subſtance, but what we have 
{om Mater is falſc,and maniteitly proved to be ſo. And 


moreover, That it 1s not only as poſſible, but as caſie to 


form in the mind, a conception of a Subſ/taxce, or Bein 
Ex!///i;:2 by it ſelf (which 1s all one) as abſtracted from, 
and ftrip'd of all conception of Matter and Corporeity, 
as it is to frame to our ſelves a conception of Tr:h, or 
Wiſdom, or of a Being eternally True and Wile, ſepa- 
rate from all thoſe groſs Qualifications : And conſequent- 
ly that the word Szbfazce, with others of the like im- 
port, may be moſt fitly and ſignificantly applyed to the 
Divine Nature and the Perſons of the Holy "Trinity, 
which was the thing to be proved. : 

But becauſe our Author avers, in Page 70. That if we 
conſider God as Truth and Wiſdom, which us his true Nas 
ture and Eſſence, without confounding our mind with ſome 
material conceptions of his Subſtance (as he had already af- 
firmed all conceptions of Subſtance muſt needs be) rhez 
theſe things (viz. the Difficulties beſore-mentioned con- 
cerning our Apprehenſions of God) are all plaiz and eaſie. 
Where, by the way, it is obſervable, That he' calls 'Tra;h 
azzd Wiſdom the true Nature and Eſſence of God ; whercas 
in this very Page, as well as in 68, he had excepted a- 
gainſt the Term Eſſexce, no leſs than that of Syb/taxce, 
as (by reaſon of the groſs Material Ideas raiſed by it in 
the Mind) very unfit to be applyed to God. So happy 
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is this Author above other Men, that he can re&ifie the 
moſt improper words and expreſiions barely by his own 
uſing them. 

Burt becauſe he is ſo poſitive in making the Terms 
Truth and Wiſdom an eftectual Remedy againſt” all the 
Inconventerces alledged from the Terms Eſſezce and 
Suvſtazce, as applyed to the Deity, this brings us to our 
ſecond Propoſiiion, viz, That the ſame Objection lies a- 
cant the Terms Tratb, Wiſdom, Goodneſs, &c. as appli- 
cable to the Deity, thar are made againſt Efſezce, Sub- 
#apce, Exiſtence, and the like. In order tothe proving 
ot which, I {hall obſerve, "That 17244 may be taken in 
carec-fold ſenle. 

Firift, For the truth of Propoſitions, which 1s called 
T ogical. 

Secondly, For an Aﬀection of Being, which is Truth 
Meraphylical. And 

Thirdly and Laſtly, As it 15 a Qualification of Men's 
Words and Actions, and conlifts properly in an Agree- 
r:nt of the Mind with both. | 

Concerning all which T obſerve, That the Truth of 
Propoſitions 1s no further eternal, than as it exilts in the 
Mind of God. "That the Metapliyſical Truth of Things 
is eternal, ox not eterna}, as the Being, or Thing it bc- 
longs to, 1s, or is not fo, And for the Moral Truth of 
Men's Words and Actions, 1t 15 no more cternal than 
the ſaid Words and Actions, the proper Subject of them, 
can be {aid tobe. "Fhis premilſed, I would here ask car 
Author, Whether the firſt Notions we actually cnter- 
rain of 774th and VWiſcom, arc not drawn from the Oh- 
tervations we make of tieſ2 things in Men ; that is, in 
Beings {enſivle and Material, and conſiſting of Body as 
well as Soul, and accordingly cloathed with ſenſible Ac- 
cidents and Circumſtances? I cannot imagine that he 


will 


47 


_ _ -— _ - _ 
-- na — en ates DT coca an—————— —_— 


deny <a> . 
_ - — 
pup_ 
—— 
— 


Re 
——_ 


-_— © a” — -— Sp 
— 
pn en _ 
ſown tn en yy 
- mn oe was it _ 
—_ OE re + <rrr—_ 
- —_———_— 
__— 
— —— 


Animadverfioms, &Cc. 


will deny this, ſince we do not ſpeak immediately, or 
converi viſibly with God, or Angels; and I ſuppoſe 
allo, that he row ſpeaks of 77:7, Hi/aom, Goodneſs, &C. 
not as they are exhibited to us in Books, or Propoſitions, 
but as they actually exiſt and occur in perſons, and con- 
cquently as they are firft apprehended by us in Concre- 
tion, or Conjunction with Men ; that is, with Beings 
jo Compounded, Qualified, and Circumitantiated, as a- 
bove expreſſed; and as we find, ſee and obſerve them, 
in Mei's Words and Actions, in what they ſpeak, and 
what they do; and rhceſe are certainly very ſenſible 
things, and ſuch as incurr into, and atte&t the ſence as 
much as Matter it {elf can do. And if ſo, I deſire to 
hear ſome ſatisfactory Reaſon, Why the Obſervation of 
Subſtance in Material Beings, and our firſt Occaſ7ozal col- 
letion of it from thence, ſhould ſo neceſſarily pervert, 
and cauſe ſuch a groſſneſs in our Conceptions of it, as to 
make it hardly (ifat all) poſſible to conceive of Sut- 
ſtace, without the groſs Conception of Matter ; and 
yet that the ſame conſideration and cauſe ſhould not e- 
quzlly take place in Truth and Wiſdom, and equally p.r- 
vert and thicken our Apprehenſions of them, when the 
are equally drawn from ſenſible, groſs, and Material Ob- 
jects, viz. the Words and ACtions of Men, which they 
both Exiſt in, and Converſe about ? For I can ſee ro 
ground why the ſame Reaſon ſhould not infer the very 
ſame thing, and the ſame Antecedents draw after them 
the ſame Conſequents, whatſoever they are applyed to. 
For the Argument 4 Quatenrs ad omne, &C, is certain and 
infallible. 
__ FTfitbe here ſaid, That Truth and Wiſdom in the pro- 
per Notion and Conception of them, imply no Commu- 
nicationar all with Matter : I Anſwer, That as the No- 
tion of them 15 Abſtracted, and gathered up by the 
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Diſcourſes of Reaſon it does not; but ſo neither does 
that of Subſtance, after ſuch an AQ of the Mind has 
paſſed upon it. So that hitherto the Caſe is much the 
lame in both. 

But to carry the matter a little further. Trath and 
Wiſdom as obſerved in and amongſt Men, are certainly 
finite Things. For whatſoever exiſts in a finite Subject 
(whatſoever the Objed be which it converſes about, or 
15 terminated upon) is certainly it ſelf finite alſo. And 
here I would have this Author tell me, Why a Notion 
drawn off, and borrowed from finite Things, ſhould 
not be as apt to perplex and confound our Minds, when 
applyed to an Infinite Being ; as a Notion abſtracted 
from a Material Being, can be to diſtract and confound 
our Thoughts when applyed to an Immaterial? I muſt 
confeſs,I can ſee nothing alledgeable for one, which may 
not be as ſtrongly alledged for the other. All that can 
be {aid, is what has been mentioned already, iz. That 
Reaſon may,and does extract ſome Notions from a finite 
Being, that may be properly applicable to an Infinite, 
due allowance made for the diſproportion between both ; 
and in like manner I affirm, "That it can and does draw 
Notions from a thing eadued with Matter, which may 
as well agree to Things Spiritual and Immaterial. So 
that I cannot perceive, that Truth, MWi{dom, or Goodneſs, 
have upon this Account any Preheminence, or Advan- 
tage over Eſſence, Subſtance, Exiſtence, and the like 
Terms at all, but the one may be applyed to the Divine 
Nature as well and properly as the other. 

But this 1s not all; for I affirm in the 3d Place, That E/- 
ſence,Subſtance, Natare,Exiſtence,and other Terms equipol- 
lent to Being, conſidered preciſely in and by themſelves, 
are naturally fitter to expreſs the Deity by, than thoſe 0- 
ther Terms. Trath,JV/iſdom,and Goodneſs,contended for by 
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our Anchor. This is our Third Propoſition; and for 
the proof of it I firſt appeal to that high and glorious 
Account, which God himſelf gave of his own Nature, 
when JM7'/cs defired to be 1ntormed of it, viz. 1 a :hat 
T am, Ex9d. 3. 14. In which he deſcribes himſelf only 
from his Berze and Subſtance, which indeed rendered 
him more eminently, and even more ſab/taztially, and 
truly 2 Beizg or Sabſ?ance, than all other Beings or Sub- 
ſtances whatſoever, which,- in compariſon of him, can 
hardly be ſo much as ſaid to Exift or Be. And I am per- 
ſwaded, that God knew his own Name and Nature, 
and withal , how to give the beſt-and moſt proper De- 
Claration of Both, as well as the Author of Se/f-Conſci- 
ouſneſs,and Mutual-Conſciouſaeſs does or can pretend to do. 
And indeed this ſeems to have been the very CharaQter 
by which God would be then known to all the World, 
viz, All the Rational part of the Creation ; for it was 
ſent to his People, then living under, and with a Hea- 
then Prince, to anſwer them and him even in thoſe No- 
tions of a God, which meer Nature ſuggeſted to all 
Mankind ; and conſequently were ſo known and recei- 
ved by them, that they could not eaſily queſtion, or de- 
ny them. For otherwiſe we know God addreſſed him- 
{elf ro the ſame People afterwards in a Character ex- 
treamly different, and more peculiar, viz. 4 God Mer- 
ciful and Gracious, Long-ſuffering, abundant in Goodneſs 
and Truth, and pardoning Iniquity, Tranſereſſion, and Sin, 
Exod. 34.6,7. Which, it ſeems, was the Opening a 
Particular Attribute to them, which the bare Account 
of his Being (as known as it was) could not ſufficiently 
inform the World of before. 

But to proceed to other Conſiderations, vaſtly in- 
deed inferiour to this, but yet of ſingular uſe in their 


degree, to direct our Speculations about theſe Matters, 
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T have ſore other Things to offer in behalf of the Pro- 
poſition laid down by us. 

As Firit, That all Divines hitherto have looked upon, 
and protcileciiy treated of the Divinze Nature and Attri- 
butes, as ditterent and diftinct from one another ; ſtill 
con{idering the firit as the Subject, and the other as the 
Adjuntts of it ; or, at leaſt, as Analogous ro theſe Terms 
as they ſtand properly applyed ro other Things. Ac- 
-cording to which Notion, as the $»#ject, or that which 
is Analagous to it, naturally buth precedes and ſupports 
the 4ajanets ; Io all Notions importing the Divine Na- 
ture, Bifiz2, or Sabſtance, are to be accounted as the Sub- 
ject, in refp-ct of ail God's other Attributes, or Perfe- 
ctions, whether they be T7:h, M":ſdom, Goodneſs, Power, 
Eternity, Omnifcrence, or any other whatſoever. Which 
being ſo, I do here arm, That the Terms Efſeace, Sub- 
ftance, Ex:/teace, and others Synonymous to them, ought 
to have the Precedence of the other Divine PerfeCtions, 
conmonly called Aztribures,in their Application to God, 
and that upon a three-told Account, vzz. 


1. Of Priority, 
2. Of Simplicity. 
3. Of Compretenſivencſs, Of each of which ſeverally. 


1. For that of Priority, As we have already ob- 
ſerved, That the firſt thing in order of Nature Con- 
ceivable of God, is, That he is a Being; and the next to it, 
That he is a Being exvſtiig by it ſeif,or (10 another word) 4 
Subztance ; 1o the ſame 1s yet further evidenced from this, 
Thar the Notion of Being, or Subſtance, is that, which 
inlly anſwers and determines the laſt Queſtion and En- 
quiry, whicican be made concerning God. For if we 
deſcribe his Nature by any particular Attribute, or Per- 
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tection, and be thereupon asked, What that is ? And ha- 
ving given an Anſwer to that Queſtion, be afterwards 
urged with another, and perhaps another ; and accord- 
ingly, after an Anſwer given to thoſe alſo, the Enquiry 
be ſtill continued, till at length we Anſwer, That God is 
a Being ; a Being exiting by it ſelf, that is, a Sub5tance, 
Then we muſt of neceſſity ſtop, and can go no further ; 
which makes it evident even to a Demonſtration, That 
this is the firſt and Original Notion which we have, or 
can have of God. Foraſmuch as that which anſwers 
the laſt Enquiry,or Queſtion, naturally made concerning 
any thing, 1s certainly the firſt Thing into which the 
Being, or Reaſon of that Thing is reſolved, And thus 
much for Priority. 

Paſs we now to the Second Thing, which is the Sm- 
plicity of theſe Terms, For Primum in omni genere ſim- 
pliciſſimum. So that when we ſay, God i a Being exiſt- 
ing by it ſelf, viz. A Subitaxce ;, this includes in it no 
reſpect to, and much leſs any Conjunction with any 0- 
ther Thing or Notion whatſoever : But on the contra- 
ry, Truth, Goodneſs, Power, &c. are all Aﬀe&tions of 
Being, or Subſtance, and ſo connote a Relation to, and 
a ConjunCtion with it, as their Subje#. So-that to give 
you the ſame thing in words at length, Truth and Good- 
zeſs are nothing elſe but Being, or Subſtance, with theſe 
Qualifications, or Being and Subſtance under ſuch cer- 
tain reſpects formally determining them to ſuch a condi- 
tion, v:z. either of Coxformiry to the Unaerſtanding, as 
Truth determines them, or of Conformity to the Will, as 
Goodneſs does. So that in theſe, and all other the like 
Attributes, Being or Subſtance do, as it were, paſs from 
their abſolute and Original Simplicity by the Acceſſion 


of the fore-mentioned Pertections ſuperadded to them. 
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And then in the Third and laſt place.For the Comprehen- 
ſroeneſs of Being, or Subſtance, above any one, or more 
of the Divine Attributes. This allo is evident ; foraſ- 
muchas it runs through and contains them all, which no 
other particular Attribute does, or can be ſaid to do. 
And certainly that which ſignifies Beizg in the whole 
compaſs and perfeCtion of it, ſhould be much more pro- 
perly applicable to God ; than that, which ſignifies Be- 
ing only under ſome certain and particular determination 
of it, as every one of his Attributes does, and no more. 
For we cannot ſay, That God's Juitice, Mercy, Wiſdom, 
Holineſs and Power, are properly contained under, and 
formally attributable to his Truth, but they are all con- 
tained under, deducible from, and referible to his Be- 
ing or Subſtance. So that it may properly be ſaid, That 
God is an Infinitely True, Wiſe, Good, Holy, Omnipotent, 
Ommnipreſent Being or Subſtance. But we cannot with 
any propriety of Speech pitch upon any one of the other 
Dzivine Attributes, and in like manner affirm all the reſt 
* ofthat one. As to fay that God is an Infinitely Wile, 
Good, Eternal, Omnipotent, Omnipreſent Truth. This 
(T ſay ) cannot be equally ſaid : For though the Thing 
be fundamentally true, yet the Expreſſion is neither Pro- 
per nor Natural : Foraſmuch as Goodzeſs, Juſtice, Om- 
nipotence, Omnipreſence, and the like, are not the proper 
Aﬀections of Truth, but they are properly ſo of Sb- 
ſtance, or Being. And moreover, Whereas this Author 
will needs have the Terms Subſtance, Eſſence, and Exiſt- 
ence diſcarded, and the Terms Trath, Wiſdom and 
Goodneſs put in their room, when we ſpeak of the Di- 
vine Nature; I deſire him to give me ſome good Rea- 
ſon, why he pitches upon Truth, Wiſdom and Goodneſs, 
rather than upon Erernity, Omnipotence and Ommnipreſence. 
For theſe, in their proportion, expreſs the Divine Na- 
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tare as much as the other ; bur neither tze one nor the 
other can graſp in the whole Compals of the Divize 
Perfeft1o5s, fo 2s to be properiy cenominable from all 
and every one of them,. as S-bjtazce, and Efſexce, and 
ſuch other "Terms as barely import Be.z-z, are found to 
Þ.. I conclude therefore, that m our C1ſcourſes of God, 
Eiſence, Subitanrr, Nature, .and the like, are fo far from 
being neceſſary to be laid afide, as diſpoſing our Minds 
to groſs and untit Appreventions ot the Deity; that they 
are much fitter to expre!s and £619g our though about 
this great Subject, than 17:4, W:{dom or Power, or all 
of them together, as importing in them both a Pr:orety, 
and a greater S7zzplicity, and larger Comprehenſiveneſs of 
Netioz, than belong to any of them ; and theſe ſurely 
are Conſiderations moſt peculiarly futed to, and worthy 
of the Perfections of the Diwizze Nature, 

I have now done with my Third Propoſition, and ſo 
proceed to the Fourth ad lat, viz, That the Difficulty of 
our Conceiving rightly of ihe Deity and the Divine Perſons, 
ages really proceed from other Cauſes, than thoſe alledged by 
this Author. T ſhall aſſign Three : As, 


Firſt, The Spirituality of the Divine Natare, For Goa 


# a Spirit, Joh. 4.14. And it 1s certain that we have 
no clear, explicit, and diſtinct Idea of a Spirit. And if 
{o, muſt we not needs find a great ditficulry in knowing 
it ? For we know Things directly by the Idea's, the 
Species Intelligibiles, or Reſemblances of them, imprint- 
ed upon the Intellect, and theſe are refined and drawn 
oft from the Species Sexſibiles, and ſenfible Reſemblances 
frhe ſame imprinted upon the Imagination. And how 
can a Spirit incur directly into that ? Indeed not at all. 
For wecan have no knowledge of a Spirit by any dire& 
Appreherſion, or Intuition of it ; but all that we know 
of ſuch Beings, 1s, what we gather by Inference, 
| P1ſ{courlſe, 
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Diſcourſe, and Ratiocination : And that is ſufficient. 
Bur, 

2. The Second Reaſon of our Short and Imper- 
fe Notions of the :5eity, 15, The Tafizity of it. For 
this we muſt obſerve, That we can perfectly know and 
comprehend nothing, but as 1t 1s repreſented ro us under 
ſome certain Bounds and Limitattons. And therefore 
one of the chief Inſtruments of our Knowledge of a 
Thing, is the Definition of it. And what does that 
ſignifie, bur the bringing, or repreſenting a Thing un- 
der certain Bounds and Limitations, as the Geeek word 
Srgzonos maniteſtly imports ? Upon which Account 
what a loſs muſt we needs be at, ui underſtznding, or 
knowing the Divize Nature, whei: the very way ot our 
knowing ſeems to carry in it ſomthing oppoſite to the 
thing known ? For the way of knowing, is by Defi- 
ning, Limiting, and Determining : and the Thing known 
is that,of which there neither are nor can be any Bounds, 
Limits, Definitions, or Determinations, And this, I 
think, is not only a ſufficient, but ſomething more than 
a ſufficient Reaſon, why we ſtumble and fail, when we 


would either have, or give a diſtin&t Account of the 


Deity. x 
ge Third Reaſon of the ſame, eſpecially with re- 
ference to the Trinity of Perſons belonging to the Dj- 
wine Nature, 1s, The atter want of all Inſtances and Ex- 
amples of this kind. For when a long and conſtant.courſe 
of Obſcrvation has {ſtill took notice that every numeri- 
cally diſtinct Perſon, and every Suppoſitum has a numert. 
cally diſtinct Nature appropriate to it, and Religic 1 
comes afterwards, and calls upon us co apprehend the 
ſame Numerical Nature, as ſubſiſting in three Num: - 
rically diſtinct Perſons; we are extreamly ar a lofs how 
to conform our Notions to it, and to conceive how that 
Cail 
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can be in three Perſons, which we never ſaw before, or 
in any thing elſe, to be but onely in One. For humane 
Nature, which originally proceeds by the Obſervations 
of Senſe, does very hardly frame to it ſelf any Notions, 
or Conceptions of Things, but what it has drawn from 
thence, Nay, IT am of Opinion, That the Mind is ſo 
far governed by what it ſees and obſerves, that I verily 
beleve, that had we never actually ſeen the beginning 
or end of any Thing, the generality of Men would 
hardly ſo much as have imagined, That the World had 
ever had any beginning at all : Since with the greateſt 
part of Mankind what appears, and what does nor ap- 
pear, determines what can, and what cannot be, 1n their 
Opinion. 

And thus IT have ſhewn Three Cauſes ( which I take 
to be the True Cauſes) why we are ſo much to ſeek in 
our Apprehenſions of, and Diſcourſes about the Divine 
Nature, and the Three Glorious Perſons belonging to it. 
And the Reaſon of them all is founded upon the Efſen- 
tial Diſparity which the Mind of Man bears to ſo dif- 
proportionate, and ſo tranſcendent an Object. So that 
it is a vain thing to quarrel at Words and Terms, eſpe- 
cially ſuch as the beſt Reaſon of Mankind has pitched 
upon as the fitteſt, and propereſt, and moſt ſignificant 
to expreſs theſe greac Things by. And I queſtion nor, 
but in the Iſſue of all, wiſe Men will find, That it is not 
the defeQ of the Terms we uſe, but the vaſt Incompre- 
henſibility of the 'Thing we apply them to, which is the 
True Cauſe of all our Failuies, as to a clear and diſtin 
Apprehenſion and Leclaration of what relates to the 
Godhead. | 

From all which I conclu*:, That tte Terms, Efſexce, 
Subſtance, Natare, &c. have lid netting yet objected 
againſt them, but that they may {till claun the place, and 
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continue in the uſe, which the Learned*'ſt Men the 
Chriitian Charch hath liitherto had, have allotted them 
in all their Diſcourſes and Diſputes about the Divine 
Nature, and the Divine Perſons; which are confeſſedly 
the greateſt and moſt Sacred Myſteries in the Chriſtian 
Religion. But as in my time, TI have obſerved it a pra- 
ctice at Court, That when any one is turned out of a 
conſiderable Place there, it 15 always firſt reſolved (and 
that out of merzt foreſee, no doubt) who ſhall ſucceed 
him in it : So all this ado in diſmounting the Terms 
Eſſence, Subſtance, Nature, &c. from their ancient Poſt, I 
perceive, is only to make way for theſe two ſo highl 
uſetul and wonder-working Terms, Self-C onſcionſeaſs 
and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. And therefore let us, with all 
due and awful Reverence (as becomes us) expect their 
Auguſt appearance, and for a while ſuffer the Mountain 
to ſwell, and heave up its Belly, and look big upon us, and 
all in good time, no doubt, we ſhall have the happineſs 
to ſee and admire, and take our meaſures of the 
Mouſe. 

But before I cloſe this Chapter, to ſhew how like a 


Judge upon life and Death, this Man ſits over all the 


formerly received Terms, by which Men were wont to 
diſcourſe of God, Sentencing and Condemning them as 
he pleaſes ; not content to have caſhiered the words E/- 
ſence, Subſtance and Nature, from being uſed about this 
Subject, he has as great, or greater a Quarrel at rhe 
word Infinite, as applyed to God; and TI ſhall here give 
his Exceptions againſt it in his own words, being ſuch, 
as I believe few would dare to utter but himſelf, and ap- 
proaching ſo near, or rather quite coming up to Blaſ- 
phemy, that it may be truly ſaid, That he has not ſpoke 
more blaſphemouſly of God's Vindiftive Juſtice in his 


Ge EY 


See my 
Book of the Kpowledee of Chriſt, than he has ſpoken "<<: 
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of Gods Txfinity in this : For in the 77, 78, 79 Pages, he 
expreſſes his Thoughts of it thus. The rrath is (fays he) 
this very word Infinite coxrfounds our Notions of God, 1nd 
mates the moſt perfect and excellent Being the moſt perfettly 
unknown to us. For Infinite is only a Negative Term, and 
ſignifies that which has ns end, no bounds, no meaſure, ana 
therefore no poſitive and determined Nature, and therefore is 
Nothing, (mark that) and withal, That an Infinite Be- 
ing, had not Uſe and Cuſtom reconciled us to that expreſſion, 
would be thought Nonſence and Contradiction, Which I 
am ſo far from granting him, that T*affirm, if there had 
never been any thing in the World befides God alone, it 
had yet been moſt 'True and Rational. But he goes on. 
For (ſays he) every Real Being has a certain and determi- 
aed Nature, and therefore ts not Infinite in this ſenſe, which 


'#s ſo far from being a Perfettion, that it ſignifies Nothing 


Real. Thus he diſcourſes : And yet this word Tafizite 
has been univerſally received and applyed to the Divize 
Nature, by Learned Men in all Places and Ages ; and I 
deſire this Man to tell me, How, it this word Infinite 
were {o liable to be thought Nozſexce and Contradiction, 
this could poſſibly come to paſs. For whar he ſpeaks of 
Uſe and Cuſtom reconciling us to this Expreſſion, 1s Imper- 
tinent, and begs the Thing in diſpute. For {till I would 
know of him, how a word ſo utterly unfit to expreſs 
the Thing it was applyed to, could ever paſs into V/z 
and Cuſtom, {o as to be took up, approved, and made uſe 
of by all Mankind. Let him prevail with the whole 
World to ſpeak Nozſexce, and to uſe words that [iznifre 
zothing, if he can. But this Man, before he played the 
Ariftarchuc at this rate, ſhould have done well ro have 
conſidered, That every Term 1s not Negative, which 
has a Negative Particle in the Compoſition of it. Of 
which, innumerable Inſtances may be given. And if 
Ll he 
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he does not know this, for all his flirting at his Socinian 
Adverſary, as if he kaew neither Greek nor Latin, P, 95. 


\it is a {curvy ſign that he is not {o over-ſtocked with ei- 
* ther of them as ro have any to ſpare. 


And therefore, whereas he goes on in Page 78. and 
pretends there to explain this word Izfinite, he might 
have kept his Explication to himſelf. For no body ever 
uſed it otherwiſe, but ſo as to ſ{ignifie a Poſitive Perfedti- 
ox by it, but yet withal connoting an 1i»tation be- 
longing toit. It ſignifies, I ſay, a Thing Real, Abſo- 
late and Poſitive, bur ſtill with a Connotation of ſome- 
thing, which is to be removed from it, and denied of it 3 
{uch as are all bounds and limits in reſpect of that Sub- 
ſtantial, All-comprehending Perfe&ion . of the Divize 


\ Nature, In a. word, the Thing principally ſignified by 


this Term, 1s Poſitive, the Thing Confignified, or Con- 
noted, ( which is but Secondary and Conſequential ) is 
a Negation. And this ſufficiently overturns all his odd 
Deſcants upon it. Bur if, after all, our Minds cannot 
fully maſter this Notion, Perſozs, as thinking as he can 
be, know, and acknowledge, that it is not the word In- 


finite, but the Thing Isfiarte, that renders them ſo ſhort 


and defective in this matter. 

But it 15 pleaſant to ſee him take his Turns backwards 
and rorwards in ſpeaking of this Thing. There 5s ( ſays 
he) Page 78. a meaſare of the moſt Abſolute and ( in this 


ſenſe ) Infinite Perfctions; and if ſuch a meaſure there 


be, then I hope there is as much Voxſezce and Contradi- 
dion mn the word Immenſe, as in the word Tafinite; and 
withal, 1f there is even 1n the moſt Abſolute and Infinite 
Perfect1o775, a ie plus ultra, and an wltimum quod ſis ( as 
tae 0509;-men, Who were never bred at St. Mary Ove- 
ries, are apt to ſpeak ) then TI confeſs, That an Tafinite, 
with all tneſe Qzalificatiozs about it, muſt needs /ac- 
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cording to his beloved Dialect) be Noxſence and Contra- 
dittion ; and that of the higheſt Rank. And again,P79. 
We know not (ſays he ) how far Infinite Wiſdom, and 
Power, and Goodneſs reaches, (and thus much 1s very true) 
but rhen (ſays he again) we certainly know that they have 
their Bounds, and that the Divine Nature u« the utmoſt 
Bounds of ther **By which words if he means, "That 
they have their fixed determinate Notions, whereby they 
are formadly diſtinguiſhed among themſelves, as well as 
from other Things, it is right. For the Notion of 1fi- 
zmite Wiſdom is ſo bounded, that it cannot be ſaid to be 
Infinite Power, or Tafinite Power to be Infinite Goodneſs, 
or the like ; but ſtill the Thing couched under all theſe 
is I#fizite, and neither has nor can have any Boazds ſet 
to its Being. And if he ſhould here reply, That then 
the Notion of 1:fiaite Wiſdom, Power, and the like, are 
falſe Notions, as not anſwering the 'Things they are 
applyed to. 1 anſwer, That they are indeed imperfect 
and inaatquate , as not fully — the "Thing it 
ſelf, but they cannot be faid to be fa/ſe for all that. But 
on the contrary, if he will needs have the Thing here- 
by ſiznified ro have any Real Bounds or Limits of its 
Being ; chen it will and mult follow, That in the fore- 
cited words he has with Accurate and Profound Spc- 
culation preſented to us Az Infinite with Bounds, ad 
the Divine Nature ( which has no Bounds ) made the 
Bounds of zt. Theſe are the very words he uſes ; and 
withal delivered by him with ſuch a Magiſterial Air 
and Contempt of the whole World beſides, who have 
itherto approved and made uſle of theſe Exprefſions, 
( and that in'a Senſe and fignification not to be borri 
down by every ſelf Opiniator, after ſo long and univer- 
fal a Preſcription ) that ſo much Confidence cannot be 
ſufficiently wondred at, nor too ſeverely rebuked. 
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And therefore to review a little the foregoing parti- 
culars, and thereby to take ſome eſtimate of the Man ; 
Where ſhall we find ſuch another Inſtance of a private 
Presbyter, who in the Communion, or rather in the ve- 
ry Boſom of ſo pure and Orthodox a Church, as this our 


Church of England, ever before durſt, in ſo great an Ar, 


ticle of the Chri#tiaz Faith, draw his Pen againſt all the 
Writers of the Church Ancient and Modern, Fathers 
and School-men, and with one daſh of it explode and 
ſtrike off all thoſe received Terms by which they con- 
ſtantly explained this Myſtery, as not only uſeleſs, bur 
miſchievous in all Diſcourſes about it ? Whereas ( not 
to anticipate what I intend more particularly and fully 
upon this Head in my Eighth Chapter, ) 1 ſhall only 
affirm thus much at preſent; That the Greek Wri- 
ters in expreſſing the Godhead, or Divize Nature, when- 
ſoever they do not uſe the Words, ©0775, Or a> ©&oy, 
conſtantly expreſs it by guasand gaz, and ſometimes 
byavzas, While za and vazoas were commonly uſed 
in the ſame ſenſe. And likewiſe the Latizs, where 
they expreſs not the ſame by Deizas, or Divinitzs, do 
as conſtantly expreſs it by Natara and Subſtantia ; which 
words ſtand now particularly condemned by this Pre- 
ſuming Man ; and that, not only in Defiance of all the 
Ancients, but alſo of the Church of England Her Self, 
which has ſet her Authorizing Stamp upon thoſe T'wo 
Words, Szbſtaxce and Perſoz, by applying them to this 
Subject both in her Articles and Liturgy, In the firſt of 
them teaching us, That tz the Uity of the Godhead there 
are three Perſons, of 0ze Subſtance, Power ard Eternity, 
Artic. 1. And in her Liz»rgy rendring the Athazaſiaz 
Creed by the ſame words, NVezther confourdiag the Pers 
ions, zcr dividing the Subſtance, As likewiſe that Paſſage 
in the NViceze Creed, by the So;?”s being of one Subſtance 
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with the Father. And again in the Doxology at the Com- 
munion on T7izity Sunday, it gives us theſe tull and nota- 
ble words, Oze God, one Lord, not one onely Perſon, but 
three Perſons iz oze Subſtance. Afﬀter all which, with 
what face can this ſtrange, Anomalar Son of the Church 
. ( while he is ſucking her Breaſts, and at the ſame rime 
poyſoning the 2k, with which ſhe ſhould feed her 
Children.) I ſay, with what Face can he aver to the 
World, That this word Sb/azce thus embraced, own- 
ed, and uſed by her, oughr to be thrown away, as the 
Dire&t Cauſe of all the Errours Men are apt to fall into, 
about this great Myſtery * And that we can have no 
{Votion of Subſtaxce, but what implies in it ſomething groſs 
and material ? Which, were it ſo, can any one imagine, 
that the Charch of Exg1azd would ever have made uſe of 
ſich a word, as could ſerve for nothing, but a Snare and 
a Trap to betray the Underſtandings and Conſciences of 
Men, into ſuch Errours as may coſt them their Souls ? 
This is ſo fouly Reflexive upon her, that T would have 
any. Man living give me a good Reaſon, Why this Au- 
thor ſhould not be calPd upon by Publick Authority to 
give the Church farisfaction for the Scandal given to all 
the Orthodox Members of it, by the Contumely and 
Reproach which he has paſſed upon thoſe Terms and 
Words which She has thought fit ſo ſolemnly to expreſs 
her Fa!:h and her Devo::ozs by. But ſome Men. (ſuch 
is the Regard had to her Laws and Diſcipline) will ven- 
ture to utter and write any Thing, that the Bookſeller 


5? 

will pay them for, though they throw their Conſcience 

and Religion into the Bargain. | 
Some fur- But Goa himſelf, who refijFeth the Proud, ſeems to have 
ther Re- took the Matter into his own Hands, and / to ſhew his 
mrs % Controlling Providence over the Minds and Hearts of 
palogy. Men) has at length brought this Scornful Man t» cat his 
O04 
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own word;, (the hardeſt Dzet certainly that a' proud Per- 
ſon can be put ro ) and after al! the black Dirr thrown 
by him upon the Schoot-2:z and their 7 erms,to lick it off 


again with his own Tozere. So that after he had paſſed 
ſuch a Terrible Killinz Doom upon theſe words, Eſſence, 
Subſtance, Subſiſtence, Sutpoſitum, Perſon, and the like, 
here in his //7zazcation, all on a fnddain, in a relenting 
Fit, he graciouſly reaches our his Golden Scepier of Se/f- 
Contradiction, and Reſtores them to Life agzin, in his 
Apology. And that the Reader may be'ttold both 
ſides of the Contradiction the more clearly, T chink it the 
beſt and faireſt way to give him the Sexſe of this Author, 


( if it may be ſocalPd) in his own Words. 


Vinmication. 


& Y Have not troubled 
/«/ my Reader with th 
7 different ſignification of 
« Eſſence, Hypoſt aſis,Subſi/t- 
<« exce, Perſons, Exiſtence, 
&« Natare, Fc. Which are 
« Terms very difterently 
« uſed by the Greek and 
« Latiz Fathers, and have 
« very much obſcured this 
& Doctrine, inſtead of ex- 
« plaining it, P.IO1. 1.12, 
« The Schoosl-men have 
«© noAuthority where they 
« leave the Fathers ; whoſe 
« ſenſe they ſometimes ſeem 


«to miitake, or to clog it 


Apology. 


> E (v:z.) the me- 
cc lancholy Stander- 


« by, 15 very angry with 
« the School-Doctors, as 
« worſe Enemies to Chri- 


< ſtianity,than either Hea- 


«< then Philoſophers, or 
« Perſecuting Empcrours. 
« Pray what hurt have 
« they done ? T ſuppoſe he 
&« means the corruption of 
« Chriſtianity, with thoſe 
© barbarous terms of Per- 
<« ſon, Natare, Eſſence, Sub- 
« iſtexce, Conſubſtantiality, 
&« &c. which will ot ſuffer 
« Hereticks fo /e concealed 
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&« with ſome peculiar Nice- 
&©« ties and Diſtinitions of 
<« their own, P.138.1.28. 

« The Truth 1s, that 
& which has confounded 
* this Myitery (viz. of the 
«© Trinity) has been the 
& vain endeavour to re- 
« quce it to Terms of Art, 
« {ach as Natare, Eſſence, 
& Subſtance, Subſiſtence, Hy- 
« poſtaſts, and the like,Pag. 
: 1 38.1. rhe laſt, & P.139. 

4 R 

And ſpeaking of the 
Ancient Fathers inthe ſame 
Page, he tells us : © They 
& nicely diſtinguiſhed be- 
« tween Perſoz and Hypo- 
&« taſis, and Natare, and 
« Eſſexce, and Subtaxce ; 
&« that they were three Per- 
<« {ozs, but one Natare, Ej- 
& ſence aud Subſtance : But 
&« that when Men curioul- 
« Iy examined the ſigntti- 
« cation of theſe words, 
« they found that upon 
« ſome account or other, 
* They were very unapplica- 
« ble to this Myſtery. 

Hereupon he asks the 
following Queſtions in an 


upbraiding manner, v/z. | 


& under Scriptare-Phraſes, 
« But why muſt the School- 
«© mer bear all the blame of 
&« this ? Why does he not 
« accuſe the Ancient Fa- 
&« rhers and Councils, from 
« phom the School - men 
< learnd theſe Terms. Why 
&« does he let St. Auiiz 
<« eſcape, from whom the 
« Maſter of the Sentences 
« borrowed moſt of his 
« Diſtinctions and Subtle- 
« ties ? But ſuppoſe, theſe 
< unlucky Wirs had uſed 
« ſome new Terms, have 
< they taught any new 
< Faith about rhe Trinity 
«in Unity, which the 
& Church did not teach ? 
« And if they have ozly 
« 7uarded the Chriſtian 
« Faith with an Heage of 
« Thorns, which diſouiſed 
« Hereticks caznot break 
&« through, 1s this to wound 
< Chriſtianity in its very 
« Vitals? No, no: They 
&« will only prick the Fin- 
< gers of Hereticks, ard ſe. 
« care Chriſtianity from be- 
* 2g wounded; and this 
« is one great Cauſe, why 
« fome Men are ſo angry 
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« What is the Subſtance and 
Se thee © Nature of God? 
empty &« Flow can three 
Queſtions & ,J;/2; 

aRinfly diſtintt Perſons 
anſwered Y have bat One 
in my 7th &< Vamerical Sub- 
Chapter. 


« tance? And, 
« What ts the diſtinition be- 
&« tween Eſſence, and Perſo- 
& zality, and Subſiſtence ? 
And Laſtly, At theend 
of the ſame Page, © He 
« confeſſes, that ſome to- 
&« lerable Account of the 
« School-Terms and Di- 
« ſtintions might be gi- 


<«< with the School-DoFors; 
& tho? the more General 
« Cauſe is, becauſe the 
« havenotInduſtry qnough 
« to Read, or underſtand 
« them. Apology, P. 4, 5- 

I have (to prevent all 
except! wen theRea- 
der the whole Paragraph ; 
in which the Clauſe 
ſtrikes Home indeed ; tho? 
in ſuch Caſes, ſome think 
this Author would do well 
to take heed of ſtriking z00 
Home and Hard, for fear 
the Blow ſhould rebound 


&« yen,but that it would be 
« a work of more difficulty 
« than aſe. 


back again, and do execu- 
tion where he leaſt in- 
tended it. 


Now here the Reader is deſired to obſerve the Sove- 
raign uſefulneſs aſcribed by our Author to thoſe School- 
Terms: Perſoz, Nature, Eſſence,Sabſiſtence,Conſubſtantiality, 
ec. As, That they will not ſuffer Hereticks to lie concealed 
ander Scripture-Phraſes, That the Schools learned all theſe 
Terms of the Ancient Fathers, That they have guarded 
the Chriftian Faith with an Feage of Thorns, which dif- 
guiſed Hereticks cannot break through. That inſtead of 
wounding Chriſtianity in its Vitals, they only prick the 
Fingers of Hereticks, azd ſecure Chriſtianity from being 
wounded, All theſe great and good Things he tells us 
have been done in behalf of Chriſtianity by the School- 
en, and their fore-mentioned Terms, heie in this Apo- 
lozy ; and now if the Reader will but look back into the 
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Vindication too, our Author will there tell him alſo, 
How, and by what Way and Means the ſaid School-men 
and their Terms have Archieved all theſe worthy Fears, 
viz. By their Obſcuring #nſtead of Explaining the Dottrine 
of the Trinity. By their miſtaking the Meaning of the Fa- 
thers, or clogging it with peculiar Niceties of their own. Al- 
fo by confounding the Mytery of the Trinity, through a vain 
endeavour to reduce it to ſuch Terms of Art, as Eſſence, 
Subſtance, Subſiſtence, Natgre, Perſon , axd the like, 
As likewiſe by :he {aid rermzs being found very unapplicable 
to this Myitery. And laſtiy, Becauſe though ſome tolerable 


: Account might poſſibly be given of their meaning, yet that it 


would be of little or no uſe. to give any ſuch Account, or 
Explication of them : $9 uſifal (it ſeems) does he ac- 
count them , to ſecure Chriſtianity agarinft Hereticks, 
that it is off »o aſe at all io explaiz them. And now, 
I hope, when the Reader has conſidered, what this 
Author has ſaid on both ſides, he will acknowledge, 
that Hd and Glove cannot more exactly agree, than 
the Vindication and the Apology. And as for that Mc- 
lancholy Stander-by, upon whole Account this Apo/ozy is 
pretended to have been written, if he will but read 
and compare the Apology and Vindication together, I 
dare undertake, that he will not be half ſo Melancholy as 
he was before. 

Bur does this Azthor, in ſober ſadneſs, think that this 
is the way to Confute Hereticks, thus to play backwards 
and forwards, to fay, and unſay, and only to ſet two 
Books together by the Ears! Let me tell him, Thar 
God zs ot mocked, nor the World neither ; and that he 
owes. an Account, of what he has wrote, to both. For 
my own part, ſo tar as my Converſe reaches, I meect 
with no ſerious and judicious Perſon, who does not 
reckon , that this Anthor , by his Deſaltorions Incon- 
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ſtent, but withal Impoſing way of writing, will in all 
likelihood make Twenty Herericks, betore he Confutes 
One. | 

It is indeed an amazing Thing to conſider, That any 
one Man ſhould preſume to Brow-beat all the World at 
ſuch a rate; and we may well wonder at the force of 
Confidence and Self-Conceit, that it ſhould be able to 
raiſe any one to ſuch a pitch. But Nataraliſts have 
obſerved, That Blindneſs in ſome Animals, is a be 
great Help and Inſtigation to Boldneſs. And among 
Men, as {gzoraxce is commonly ſaid to be the Mother of 
Dewvotion, 1o in accounting for the Birth and Deſcent of 
Confidence t00, ( whatſoever other Cauſe ſome may 
derive it from) yet, certainly, He who makes Ignorance 
the Mother of this alſo, reckons its Pedigree by the 
ſarer ſide. 
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CHAP. IL. 


In which the Author's New Notion of Self-Con- 
ſciouſneſs and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, 75 
briefly declared. Self-Conſciouſneſs made by 
him the formal C onſtituent Reaſon of Perſo- 
nality mm all Perſons, both Create and Uncre- 
ate ; and on the contrary, proved againſt him in 


the firſt place, That it is not ſo in Perſons 


Create. 


UR Author not being ſatisfied with the Account 
given of the Myſtery of the Bleſſed Trinity b 
the Schools, nor with thoſe Notions about it, which 
have hitherto obtained in the World, till he came into 
it (no doubt as a Perſon peculiarly ſent and qualified to 
retifie all thoſe Impertit , and Improper Notions, 
which had been formerly received by Dzvines.) He, I 
fay, with a Lofty Undertaking Mind, and a Reach be- 
yond all before, and indeed beſide him, and (as the Iſſue 
is like to prove) as much above him too, undertakes to 
give the World a much better, and more fſatisfatory 
Explication of this great Myſtery, and that by two new 
Terms, or Notions, { purely and ſolely of his own In- 
vention ) called , Self-Conſciouſneſs, and Mutual-Con- 
fſeiouſneſs ; which, though itill joyned together by our 
Author in his Explication of the Bleſſed Trinity, have 
yet 


CHAPTER II. 
yet very different Effects, as we ſhall preſently 


ee. 
For by Self-Conſcioaſneſs, he means, a Mind”s, or 

' Spirit's _ Conſcious to its own Thoughts, Reaſon- 
ings, and AﬀeCtions, ( and I ſuppoſe all other Internal 
Motions too) which no other finite Spirit 1s, or can be 
naturally Conſcious to, but it ſelf. And this (he ſays) 
makes a finite Spirit Numerically one, or oxe with it 
ſelf, ( for he uſes both Expreſſions) and withal ſepa- 
rates and diſtinguiſhes it from all other Spirits ; ſo that 
hereby every Spirit feels only its own Thoughts, Paſ- 
ſions, or Motions, but is not Conſcious to the Thoughts, 
Paſſions, or Motions of any other. And this ( fo far as 
- own Words import |) he means by Self-Conſci- 
ouſaeſs. 

pie ® Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. That takes place, when 
- two or more Spirits, or Minds know all that of one an- 
other, which each Mind, or Spirit knows of its ſelf, by 
a particular Se/f-Conſciouſneſs of its own. And this, T 
conceive to be a juſt Account of what this Man means 
by Mutaal-Conſciouſneſs. | 

Now the Effects of theſe two (as I noted before) 
are very different. . 

For Self-Conſciouſneſfs, (according to him) is the Con- 
ſtiruent Principle, or tormal Reaſon of Perſonality. So 


that Se/f-Cox{cionſafs properly Conftitutes, or makes a 


Perſon, and ſo many Se/f-Co-;ſcionſneſſes make ſo many 
diſtinct Perſons. 

But Mataal-Conſciouſrefs, lo far as it extends, makes 
an Unity, not of Perſons, { for Perſonality as ſuch im- 
ports diſtinEtion, and ſomething perſonaily Incommuni- 
cable;) but an Unity of Nature in Perſons. So that after 
Self-Conſcionſnefſ has made ſeveral diſtin& T:rſons, in 
comes Matual-Corſciorſnrfs,and lets them all at oze again; 

and 
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and gives them all but one and the ſame Nature, which 
they areto take amongſt themſelves,as well as they can, 
And this is a True and: ftrift Account of this Author”s 
New Hypotheſis ; and ſuch, as I ſuppoſe, he will not ex- 
cept againſt, becauſe juſtly, T am ſure, he cannot ; how- 
ſocver I may have expreſſed the Novel Wh 


unſey ſome- 
thing for the Reader's Diverfion. 

Now, by what has been ſaid, it 1s evident, that the 
Author aſſigns Self-Conſciouſnef# as the formal Reaſon of 
Perſonality, in all Perſons Univerſally, whether Finite, 
or Infinite, Create, or Uncreate, For having firſt ſta- 
ted it ſo in Finite and Created Spirits, Pag.48.1in.26,c. 
He afterwards applies it to Infinite and Uncreate, viz. 
the Three Perſons of the Godhead, 

And therefore, that we may proceed fairly , and 
without any ground of Exception in the Caſe, we will 
examine : 


I. Whether or no Se/f-Conſciouſnefs be the Reaſon of 
Perſonality in Finite Perſons? And, 
_ TE. Whether it be ſo in Iefinire ? 


And Firſt, For Fizite, or Created Spirits. I deny 
Self-Conſciouſneſs to be the formal Reaſon of Perſonality 
in theſe. And before I give my Reaſons againſt it, T 
thall premiſe this one Conſideration, viz. That where- 
ſoever the formal Reaſon of Perſonality is, there is Per- 
{onality. And again, That whereſoever Perſonality is, 
there 15 the formal Reaſon of Perſonality, viz. That 
they exiſt Convertibly, and that one Mutually and Eſ- 
{entially infers the other. 

Now this premiſed and laid down, my Reaſons, why 
I deny Self-Conſciouſaefs to be the formal Reaſon of Per- 
ſonality in Finite, or Created Beings, are theſe. | 
I. Argt- 
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1. Argument. According to the Natural Order of . 


Things, Self-Conſciouſneſi 1n Perſons, pre-ſuppoſes their 
Perſonality, and therefore is not, cannot be the Reaſon 
of it. The Argument, I conceive, is very plain. For what- 
ſoever pre-ſuppoſes a Thing, is in Order of Nature Po- 
ſterior and Subſequent ro the Thing ſo pre-ſuppoſed by 
it ; andagain on the other hand, the formal Reaſon of 
any Thing is in Order of Nature precedent to that 
Thing, of which it is the Reaſon. We will therefore 
prove the Major Propoſition. And we do it thus. Perſon- 
ality is the Ground and Principle of all Action,whereſo- 
ever it is. For where there is a Suppoſitum, whether it be 
Rational,(which is another word for Perſon) or not, ſtill 
it is the whole Suppoſi:am, which Atts. So that there 
mult be a Perſon before there can be an Act, or Action 
procceding from, or attributable to a Perſon. In a word, 
there mult be a Perſon in Being, before any Action 1ſ- 
ſues from him ; and therefore rhe Att mult eſſentially 
and neceſſarily pre-{uppoſe the Perſon for the Agent. 
Burt now Se?/f-Cozſcionſaefs does not only Go this ; but 
(which is more) it alſo pre-ſuppoſes another Act Ante- 
cedent to it ſelf, For it is properly and formally a Reflex 
A& upon the Acts, Paſſions, or Motions of the Perfon 
whom it belongs to. So that according to the Nature 
of the Thing, there is not only a Perſon, but alſo an 
Action ( which is, and muſt be Sub!equent to a Perſon) 
that 15 Antecedent to Se/f-Corfcion{;;rft; which being a 
Reflex A, mult needs in Order of Nature be Poſterior 
to the Act reflected upon by it. And therefore Self- 
Conſciouſneſs, which is by two degrees Poſterior to Per- 
fonality, cannot potibly be the formal Reaſon of it, This 
I look upon as a Demonſtration of the Point. And TI 
leave it to our Author ( who is better a great deal at 
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ſcorning the Schools, than at confuting them) to an- 
\werand overthrow it at his leiſure. 


2, Our Second Argamezrt 1s this. The Humanity, or 
Humane Nature of Chriſt, is perfe&tly Conſcious to it 
ſelf of all the Internal As, whether of Knowledge, 
Voltion, Paſſion, or Deſire, that paſs in it, or belong 
to it ; and yet the Humanity, or Humane Nature of 
Chritt is not a Perſon,and conſequently j-— 4a ny a 
is not the proper formal Reaſon of Perſonality ; foral- 
much as it may be in that, which is no Perſon. That the 
Humane Nature of Chriſt is thus Se/f-Corfciozs, 15 evi- 
dent, ſince it has all the Principles and Powers of Self- 
reflection upon its own Acts, whereby it intimately 
knows it ſelf to do what it does, and to be what it is. 
which are in any particular Man whatſoever ; ſo that if 
any Man be Conſcious to himſelf of theſe things, the 
Humane Nature of Chriſt, which has the ſame Opera- 
tive Powers in perfeCtion ( and thoſe eſſentially proper 
to, and inſeparable from it ſelf ) which the reſt a; Man- 
kind are endued with, muſt needs be ſo too. And 
then, as for the Aſſumption, That the Humane Nature 
of Chriſt is not a Perſon, 1s no leſs evident. Since it is 
taken into, and ſubſiſts in and by the Perſonality of the 
ſecond Perſon of the Frinity, and therefore can have no 
diſtinct Perſonality of its own ; unleſs we will with Ne- 
#orizs aſſert two Perſons in Chriſt, an Humane, and a 
Divine. And the Truth is, If Se/f-Coſcionuſneſs were 
the formal Reaſon of Perſonality, ſince there are two 
deſtin& Self-Conſciouſneſſes in Chriſt, no leſs than two 
diſtin&t Wills, an Humane, and a Divine, viz. One in 
each Nature, I cannot ſee how, upon this Author”s Hypo- 
trreſis, to keep off the Aﬀſertion of Neſtorins, That there 
are Two diflintt Perſons in him alſo. 

3. My 
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_ 3. My Third Argument againſt the ſame ſhall be ta- 
ken from the Soul of Max in a ſtate of ſeparation from the 
Body. And it is this: The Soul in its ſeparate Eſtate 
is Conſcious to it ſelf of all its own Tn*-rnal Atts, or 
Motions, whether of Knowledge, Paſſio::, or Deſire, 
and yet the Soul in ſuch an Eſtate is not a Perſon And 
therefore Se/f-Co-ſcionuſneſ{ 1s not the formal Reaſcn of 
Perſonality ; for if it were, it would and nv”. Confti- 
tute a Perſon, whereſoever it was. Now, ::1at tac 
Soul, in its ſeparate Eſtate, is thus Self-Coxſrious, I ſup- 
poſe no body will pretend to deny, but ſuch as hold a 
Pſychopannychiſme, viz, ſich a dormant Eſtate, as ren- 
ders it void of all Vital Motion or Action, during its ſe- 

- paration from the Body. Bur this being an Errour which 

| few now a-days think worth owning, neither ſhall I 
think worth the diſproving. 

But for the Mizor Propoſition, That the Soul in its ſe- 
par..te Eſtate is not a Perſon. In this I expect to find 
ſome Adverfaries, and particularly our Author himſelf, 
who expreſiy afhirms, That the Soul iz fſach a ſeparate 
Eſtate is a Perſon, Pag. 262. A Soul (ſays he) without a 
Vital Union to an Humane Boay, is a Perſoa. Nor does he 
beſtow the Name and Nature of a Perſon upon the 
Soul only as ſeparate from, but alſo ( as ſhall be after- 
wards made appear ) as it 1s joyned with the Body ; 
which Afertzon of his, together with ſome others of 
near Affinity with it, ſhall in due place be examined by 


themſelves. 


At preſent 'n Confirmation of my Argument, T ſhall 
produce my &. /9+ againſt the Perſonality of the Soul, 
heid by this 4uzhor, and in order to it, ſhall lay down 
tius Conciulion in dire& Oppoſition to his, viz. That 
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the Soul of Ma « not a Perſon. And ſince (as we have 
noted ) he hoids, that it 15 ſo, both in its ConjunQtion 
with the Body, and its ſeparation from it ; I ſhall bring 
my Arguments againſt the Perſonality of it in both. 


And Firſt, I ſhall prove, That the Soul while joyned 
to, and continuing in the Body, is not a Perſon ; and as 
a Ground-work of the proof thereof, I ſhall only pre- 
miſe this one Thing, as a Truth acknowledged on all 
Hands, viz. That the Soul and Boay together conſtitute the 
Perſon of a Man. "The ſame being plainly Aſſerted 
in the Athanaſian Creed, where, it tells us, That the Rea- 
ſonable Soul and Fleſh, 5s one Man, [or one Human Per- 
ſon] for both ſignifie but the ſame Thing ; which being 
thus laid down, as a Thing certain and confeſſed, I Ar- 
gue thus : If the Soul and Body in ConjunQtion conſti- 
tute the Perſon of a Man, then the Soul in ſuch a Con- 
junCtion is not a Perſon. Bur the former is true, and 


| therefore the latter muſt be ſo too. The Propoſition is 


proved thus: Nothing which, together with the Body, 
Conſtitutcs a Perſon, 1s, or can be it ſelf a Perſon. For if 
it be, then the Body muſt be joyned to it, either by be- 
ing aſſumed into the Perſonal Subſiſtence of the Soul, as 
the Human Nature of Chriſt is aſſumed into the Per- 
ſonal Subſiſtence of the azy/@.. Whereupon the Compo- 
ſition and Conſtitution of a Man, will be an Hypoſtatick 
Union between Soul and Body : which, I ſuppoſe, no 

body will be either fo bold or abſurd, as to affirm ; all 
Divines accounting an Hypoſtatical Union ſo peculiar to 
Chriſt's Perſon, as not to be admitted in any other Per- 
ſoz or Beizg whatſoever. (For an Hypoſtatick Union, and 
an Hypoſta'ick Compoſition, viz, Such an one as makes a 
Compound Hypoitaſis, are quite different things : and 
this Author ſhall in due time be taught ſo much, ifhe has 
any thing to object againlt it.) Or, Secondly, 
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Secondly, The Body muſt be joyned with the Soul, 
as one part, joyntly concurring with another, to the 
Compoſition of the whole Perſon. And if ſo, then the 
Soul being a Part,cannot pottibly be a Perſoz.Foralmuch 
as a Part 15 an Incomplete Being, and therefore, in the ve- 
ry Nature of it, being deſigned for the Completion of 
ſomething elſe, muſt ſubſift in and by the Subliſtence of 
the whole. But a Perſon imports the moſt complete 
Degree and Mode of Being, as Subſiſting whoily by it 
ſelf, and not in or by any other, cither as a Subject of 
Inherence or Dependence. So that it is a direct Con- 
tradiction to the very Definition and Nature of the 
Thing, tor the ſame Beizg to bea Pars and a Perſoz too. 


And conſequently that which makes the Soul the former, 


does irrcfragably prove 1t not to be tie other, 

Beſides, if the Soul in the Compolircion of a Man's 
perſon, were an entire perſon it {c]If, and, as ſuch, con- 
curred with the Body towards the Counltiturion of the 
Man ; then a Man woul: be an tmperfect, Accidental, 
and not a Perfect, Natural Compound. He would be 
that which Philoſophy calls Uzazz per Acciders, that 15, 
a thing made up of two ſuch Bezz2s, as cannot periectly 
coaleſce and unite into oe, For a Complete Berg (as 
every Perſoz eſſentially 1s) having received rhe utmoſt 
degree of Subſiſtence, which its Nature can give it, if 
it comes afterward to be compounded with another Be- 
ing, whether Complete, or Incomplete, it muſt nece{- 
ſarily make ſuch a looſe, unnatural Union and Compo- 
ſition. But to aſſert, That the perſon of a Man is ſuch a 
Compound, would be exploded by all who underſtood 
any thing of Natural Philoſophy. So that it would be a 
very idle thing to attempt any further Confuration of it. 
Let this Author overthrow theſe Reaſonings, and ſips 
port his Aſlertion againſt them ifhe can, 
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But having thus diſproved rhe Perſonality of the Soul 
while in Conjuattion with the Body, I go on to diſprove 
it alſo while in a ſtate of Separation from it : Which T 
do thus. If the Soul in ſuch a ſtate be a Per/oz, then it is 
either the ſame Perſon, which the Maz himſelf was, 
while he was living and in the Body; or it 1s another 
Perſoz : But to Aflert either of them, is extreamly Ab- 
furd, and therefore equally Abſurd, That the Soul 1n 
{uch a ſtate ſhould be a Perſo-. 


And Firſt, It is Abſurd to affirm it to be the ſame 
Perſoz.. For a Perſon compounded of Sou! and Boay, as a 
Maz is. and a ſimple ancompounded Perſon, as the Soul ( if 
a Perſon at all ) muſt needs be, can never be numerical- 
ly one and the ſame. For that, differing from one an- 
other as Simple and Compound, they difter as two things, 
whereof one implies a Contradiction and Negation of 
the other. A Compound, as ſuch, including 1n it feve- 
ral parts compounding it. And a ſiple —_ utterly 


 excludingall Parts and Compoſition. So that if a Maz, 


while alive, be one Perſoz, and his Soul after his Death 
be a Perſoz too , it is impoſſible for the Sox! to be one 
and the ſame Per/oz with the May. 

And then for the other part of the D#sjar&#iov. To 
Aﬀert, That they are two diſtin& Perſozs, is as Abſurd 
as the other, as drawing after it this Conſequence, viz. 
T hat it 15 one Perſozz who lives well or i! in this World, 
to wit, the Maz Himſelf while he was perſonally in the 
Body ; and another Perſoz7, who paſſes ont of the Body 
into Heaven or Hell, there to be rewarded, or puniſh- 
ed, / at leaſt till the Reſurrection) tor what that other 
Perſox had done well or ill here upon Earth. And does 


not this. look mightily agreeable to all the Principles of 


Reaſon and Divizitx? Nevertheleſs ſo much is certain, 


That 
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That whereſoever there are two diſtin& Perſons, we 
do, and muſt by all the Rales of Grammar and Logick , 
fay, That one of them is not the other ; and, where one 
is not the other, we cannot in Truth or Juſtice ſay, 
That one ought to account for what was done, or not 
done by the other. But then, if it be intolerably Ab- 
ſard, { as no doubt it is,) Thar the So 1n the other 
World ſhould not be reſponſible for what the Max him- 
ſelf in Perſon had done in this, then it 15 altogether as 
Abſurd and Intolerable, for any one to repreſent and 
ſpeak of theſe Things under {ſuch Cerms and Notions, 
as mult neceſſarily throw all Diſcourſe and Reafoning 
about them, into Paradox and Confrjion. | 
But *tis needleſs to infilt any longer upon a thing ſo 
clear, or to add any other A-7ux2e;5 in ſo piainga Cale. 
And indeed to me, the SozPs thus ch:inging its te for- 
wards and backwards, from one mar of Suvſsſtezzce to 
another, looks very odd and unnatural, As, that from 
an Incomplete ſtate in the Body,it ſhould pals toa Perſonal 
and Complete ſtate out of the Body, ( which ſtate is yer 
preternatural to it) and then fall back into an [ncomp!rte 
ſtate again by its re-union to the Body art the ReſurreCti- 
on (which yet, one would think, ſhould rather improve 
our principal parts, 1n all reſpects, not merely relating to 
the Animal Life; as the bare Subſiſteace of them, I am 
ſare, docs a2r.) Theſe rhings, I fay, feem very uncouth 
and improbable, and ſuch as ought not, withour mani- 
telt Neceibty, io be allowed of ; which here does not 
apnear ; ſince all this Inconvemience may be avoided, by 
nolding, Thac the Soul continues but a Part of the whole 
Perſ23,,and no more, in ail its Conditions. | 

And thus having proved our Aifrtion againſt the 
Perſyca!iry of the S521, Whether in the Body, or out of it ; 
iet ps now {ce what may be oppoſed to ir. 
And 


FI 
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And here, I ſuppoſe, ſome will object, That the Sos! 
in a ſtate of Separation, 1s not properly a Part, foraſ- 
much as it exilts not in any Compoxzd, nor goes to the 
Compoſition of it. To which Lanſwer, That an Actual 
Inexiſtence in a Compound, 15 not the onely Condition 


which makes a Thing a Part, but its Eſſential Relation 


to a Compound ; which Relation 15 tounded partly upon 
its Original! Deſiznation, and parily upon its Natural Ap- 
:i7ade to be an Ingredient in the Conſtitution of a Com- 
pound, And this Relation to the Compoard, I affirm the 
Soul to retain, even while it 1s ſeparated from 1t ; as 1s 
evident from what both Philoſophers and Divines hold 
concerning the Soul, viz. 'That even 1n its Separation 
and DisjunCtion from the Body, it yet retains a ſtrong 
Appetite and Inclination ( as well as an Eſſential Apti- 
rude) to return and be re-united to it : Which Re-union 
alſo we know will be effected at the great and laſt jay. 

. But you will ſay, Does not the Scripture, in Heb. 12. 
23. ſpeaking of Bleſſed Sorls in a ſtate of Separation 
from the Body, call them, The Spirits of Juſt Men made 
perfett, Tydbyame tþS aywy Tznaw oy; And if thoſe 
Juſt Men were made Perfe&, mult it not have been in 
reſpect of the Perfeition of their Souls, *fince their Bodies 
were then rotting, or (rather) rotten under Ground ? 
And if they derived this Perfe&tioz trom their Souls, 
mult not their S-als have been eminently perfect them- 
ſelves, which rendred them ſo ? And if perfect, can we 
deny them the Perfeitioz of Perſonality, ( which as we 
have ſhewn) in Rat7ozal Beings, carries 1n it the great- 
eſt Natural Perfettion ! 


To all which I Anſwer, That the Perfettioz here 
{ſpoken of, is not Natural, but Supernatural; and relates 
only to the Conſummation of their Graces,and not to the 

| manner 
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manner of their S#bſifexce. Which being the only 
Thing now in diſpute , this Scripture, which ſpeaks 
only of the former, can make nothung at all to the pre- 
ſear Purpoſe. 

Having thus evinced, that the Soul, notwithſtand- 
ing its Se/f-Conſciouſneſs 1s neither during its ConjunCti- 
on with the Body, nor its Separation from it, properly 
a Perſon; and Robes withal ſhewn the grounds and 
Reaſons upon which I conclude it impoſſible to be fo, I 
ſhall however think it worth while ſomething more par- 
ticularly to examine (as I promiſed) this Author's ex- 
traordinary and peculiar Notions of Perſon and Perſonas 
lity, as he applies them to the Soul, even while ir 1s 
joined with the Body alſo. And firſt in the 268th Page, 
he diſcourſes of it in this manner. All the We s 
(lays he) and Adtions of the Body , are attributed to the 
Man, though the Soul is the Perſon, becauſe it is the Supert= 
our and Governing Power , and Conftitutes the Perſon. 
Theſe are his words, and they contain a very pleaſant 
way of arguing, though wholly contrary to the com- 
mon, known Rules of Philoſophy. For according to 
theſe, one would, and muſt have concluded, That for 
this very Reaſon, Thar all the Autions and Sufferings of the 
Body (and he ought to have added of the Soul too) are 
aſcribed ro the Man, therefore the Man himſelf, to whom 
theſe Perſonal AQs are aſcribed , muſt indeed be the 
Perſon, and that for the ſame reaſon alſo, the Soul:can- 
not be ſo. But our Author has a way of Reaſoning by 
himſelf. For (fays he) The Soul i the Perſon, becauſe 
it Conſtitutes the Perſon. But for that very Cauſe, ſay T, 
The Soul is not the Per/ſoz. For whatſoever Conſtitutes 
a Perſon, muſt do it either efficiently or formally. That 
is, either as a Principle producing it , or a Principle 
' compounding it. As for the firſt way, whatſoever Con- 

| ſtitutes 
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ſtitutes a perſon efficiently, muſt do it either bp: Creati- 
on, or Generation 3,. but this the Soul (as much a Supe- 
riour Power as it is) 1s not able todo. For will any; one 

ay, That the Soul can either Create or Generate the 
Perſon, or (to ſpeak more plainly) the Man who is the 
Perſon? And then, for the other way, by which it may 
be ſaid to Conſtitute a Perſon , to wit, formally, "This 
it can'do no otherwiſe than as it is a 2% Part, and 
therefore only as a Partial, and not a Total Adequate 
Cauſe of the Conſtitution, That is, in other words, 
the Soul, as the Form , muſt concyr with the Body as 
the Matter, to the Conſtitution of the whole Perfon of 
the Man. But then for that very Reafon again, the 
Soul cannot poſſibly be a Perſon , ſince it contributes to 
the Conſtitution of the Perſon only as a Par: ; which, 
by reaſon of its Incomplete Being, can upon no Principle 
of Philoſophy be a Perſox. And I would fain have this 
profound Philoſopher give me but one allowed Inſtance, 
_ one Perſon is the conftituent Principle of ano- 

her. 

But to examine the forementioned Afſertion yet more 
particularly, ſince this ſo peremptorily ſays, That 
the Soul is the Perſons becauſe it is the Superiour Power, and - 
Conftitutes the Perſou, T muſt tell him, That the Supe- 
Tiour Power 1s not therefore the ſole Power, and conſe- 

uently cannot ſolely Conſtitute the Perſon , which yet 
this Author pretends it does. If indeed he had faid, 
That the Soul as the Superiour Power bears the chief and 
principal part ih the Conſtitution of a Perſon , this had 
been ſence, but by no means ſufficient for his purpoſe ; 
for {till this would not prove the Soul to be a Perſon, 
(which he contends for) but on the contrary , by pro» 
ving it to concur thereto only as a Par:, demonſtrate it, 

upon the ſame Account, not to be a Per ſoy, T 
at 
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But this is not all, for in Page 169. he calls the Mind 
of Man a Perſoz, and thus Diſcourſes about it: Fe 
culties, (lays he) Vertues and Powers have Perſonal As 
and Offices aſcribed 10 them only upon the Account of their 
Unity and Samentſs with the mind in which they are, which 
is a Perſon, and Adts by them, Now this alſo 1s very 
odd and ſtrange (could any thing in this Author, which 
is oad, be range too ; ) For..the thing Aſſerted by him 
amounts to neither more nor leſs than this, That Powers, 
Faculties, and Vertues have perſonal AQts aſcribed tothem 
upon the account of their Unity and Sameneſs with that, 
which it ſelf neither is, nor can be a Perſon ; as we _— 
abundantly proved, That the Mz:z4 of Man, (taking 1t) 


in his ſenſe for the Sou/) cannot be. And for his further \_ 


Conviction, I could tell hin of ſomething which has 
perſonal Acts very remarkably aſcribed tot ; and yet 
neither for being it ſelf a Perſoz, nor for its Vn:ty and 
Sameneſs with the Mizd, in which it is, and which 
lomerimes acts by it. And that, if he pleaſes to turn 
to 1 Corinth, 13. he will find to be that notable Grace 
and Virtue, called Charziry ; which, being but an Acct- 


dent, T believe, that even this Author himſelf will not 


affirm to be a Perſoz ; and, I ain ſure, as little can be 
ſaid for any Yz#ty or Samereſs that it has with the Mind, 
which it 15 lodgedin : Since, rhough it ſhould be utter- 
ly loſt, the Mind would neverthelcſs retain all rhe Ef- 
ſentials ofa Mind, and continue as truly a ind, as it 
was before : Which, TI think, 1s but an ill Arzament of 
any Vaity or Sameneſs between the Mind and that ; and 
this being indubitably true, all chat this Author here di- 
{courſ2s about perſoza! Afts being aſcribed to the Mird, 


> «4 . . | 
- and about their Identity with the Mind, as the R-aſin 


of it, is with equal miſtake and impertinence alledged 
by him in this caſe. For he might and lliould have 
M \KrOW., 
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known, Thar perſona! Afts are often aſcribed to Facul-- ' 
ties, Vertues, and Graces, not in ſtrict propriety of Phi. 
loſophical ſpeaking, but Tropically and rr tax by. 
a Figure (which he ſhall hear further of hereafter) cal- 
led Proſopopzia; which repreſents Things, that are not 
Perſons, ſpeaking and doing as if they were ſo. 

| But beſides this, there are here two Things which 
this Author takes for granted, which yet ſuch dull Mor- 
tals as my ſelf will be apt a little to demurr to. 

As Firſt, That he takes the Mzzd and the Soul of Man 
for one and the ſame thing ; whereas very Learned 
Men, both Grammarians and Philoſophers hold, That in 
Men there 1s a great diflerence between Anim and A4- 
aima ; and that as Anima imports the Spiritual Sub- 
ſtance which we call the Soul, ſo Anim ſignifies only 
a Power or Faculty, viz. The Supreme Intellectual, 
Reaſoning, Governing Faculty of the Soul, or at leaſt, 
the Soul it ſelf conſidered, as exerting the foremention-- 
ed Acts. But whether it be one or the other, we have 
ſufficiently proved againſt this Author, That neither of 
them can be a Perſon. | 

The other 'TRing here ſuppoſed by him, is the Vniry 
or Samereſs of the Powers or Faculties of the Soul, with 
the Soul 1t ſelf ; which yet the Peripateticks generally, 
and moſt of the Schoot--ex with Thomas Aquinas in the 
Head of them do poſitively deny, and think they give 
very good Reaſon for ſuch their Denial. For if Sub-- 
ſtances and Accidents are Beings really diſtin, and if 
Qualities be Accidents, and the Powers and Faculties of 
the Soul come under the ſecond Speczes of Quality, as 
Ariſtotle reckons them, then it is manifeſt, that they are * 
really diſtinguiſhed, and that there 1s no Identity be-- 
tween them.. Nor does there want a further Reaſon 
for the ſame. For, ſince the bare Sub#arce or Eſſence of 
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the Soul, conſidered nakedly in it felf, may rationally 
be ſuppoſed undetermined, and therefore Indifferent to 
all thoſe AQts or Actions that naturally proceed from it ; 
and ſince withal, bare Objetts can of themſelves neither 
enable nor diſpoſe the Agent to exert any ACtion, there 
ſeems a Neceflity of aſſerting the Intervention of ſome 
Third Thing diſtin&t from both, which may thus ena- 
ble, diſpoſe, and determine the Soul ro exert it {elf in 
{ſuch a particular way of acting rather than another, ſu- 


tably to the ſeveral Objects which ſhall come before it ; 


which thing is properly that Quality reſiding in the 
Soul, which we call a Facalty or Power, And this to me 
ſeems the true:Philoſophy of the matter. But I need 


not here preſs the Deciſton of the Caſe one way or o-_ 


ther ; as not directly aftefting the Point in debate be- 
tween us. Only I thought fit to ſuggeſt theſe Remarks, 
to check this Author's bold unwary way of dictating and 
affirming in things diſputable and dubious, and to re- 


mind him how much it becomes and concerns one that 


writes Controverſies, to be more liberal in his Proofs, 
and leſs laviſh in his Afſertions. | 

But before I quit this Point about the Perſonality of the 
Soal ; ſince this Author has ſo abſolutely and expreſly 


affirmed, That rhe Soul, or Mind of Man is a Perſon, and 


given this for the Reaſon of it, That being the Supertour 
Governing Power in Man, it does, as ſuch, C _—— the 
Perſoz ; over and above the Arguments which have been 
already brought for the Confutation of it, I deſire to 
leave with him two or three Queſtions, which ſeem na- 
turally to riſe from this Wonderful Poſition. As, 


03 


Firſt, Whether the Soul, or Mizd of Man be oxe Pers | 


ſor, and the Man himſelf Another ? 
M # Secondly, 
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Secondly, Whether the aſſerting of the Soul ro be 4 
Perſon, becauſe it Conſtitutes the Perſon, does not infer 
ſo much, viz. That the Soul is the Perſon that Conſtitutes, 
and the May the Perſon that is Conflituted ; unleſs we will 
fay, That the Soul Conſtitates it ſelf a Perſon? And 
then, 

Thirdly, Whether to ſay, or aſſert this, does not in- 
fer 7wo aiſtini# Perſonalities in the ſame Soul, one 1n or- 
der of Nature before the other, viz. That, by which it 
is it ſelf formally a Perſon, and that other, which by its 
Conſtituting it ſelf a Perſon, 1s Conſtitured and cauſed by 
zt f 

But fince it 1s too hard a Task to drain any one Ab- 
furdity (eſpecially a very great one) ſo, as to draw 
forth and repreſent all its naturally deſcending Con- 
ſequences, I defire the Author with the utmoſt (it Im- 
partial) ſtritneſs to compare the foregoing: Queſtions 
with his own Afſertion and to ſee, Firſt, Whether they 
do not direQly ſpring from it : And next, Whether the 
Matter eouched under the ſaid Queſtions, if drawn out 
into ſo many Poſitive Propoſitions, would not afford as 
many Intoſerable Defiances to Common Senſe, Reaſon 
and Philoſophy. Bur thus it 1s, when Men will be 
Writing at Thirty, and ſcarce Thinking till Three- 
{core. 

But to proceed and ſhew, That it is not only the Sou/, 
or Mizd of Man which our Author dignihies with the 
Name and Nature of a Perſoz ; but that he has almoſt 
as free an hand in making every thing he meets with a 
Perſoz, as K. Charles the Second had 1n making almoſt e- 
very Perſoz he met with, a Kzg#t; (So that it was ve- 
ry dangerous for any one who had an Averſion to 
Knighthood, to come in his way,) our Author, out of 
the like Over-flowing Communicative Goodneſs and Li- 
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berality, is graciouſly pleaſed, to take even the Beaſts 
themſelves into the Rank and Order of Perſons ; in ſome 


lr, fo famous in Hiſtory for making his Horſe Cop/at. 
And for chis, Let us caſt our Eves upon Page 262, where 
he has theſe words, worthy (zz /{crpiternam rei memo- 
71am) to ve wrote in Letters of Gold. 4 Beajt ({ays hey 
which has no Ra:ional Soul, but only an .{1i.nal L.ife (as a 
Man has rogerher with an Humane Sor!) is a Perſor2, or 
Suppolitum, or what you will pleaſe to call it, But, by 
your fayvuur, Good Sir, the Matrer 1s not fo inditterent ; 
for Perſ-z and Suopo(itum, are by no means the ſame 
Ting; and I pity you with all my heart, that you 
ſhouid think ſo. For any ſingle Complete Nature a&tu- 
ally ſubſiſting by it ſelf, is properly a Spooſiram, but 
not therefore a Per/ozz. For as S$#bſiſtence ſuperadded to 
Nature, Conſtitutes a Suppoſitum, lo Rationality added to. 
Suppoſicality, Conſtitutes a Perſon; which is therefore 
properly defined Suppoſitum Rationale, or Intelligens, as 
we have ſufficiently ſhewn already in our Second Chap- 
ter 4 So that tocalla Beaſt a Perſoz, is all one as to call 
it a Rational Brute : Which this Author, who can ſo ea- 
fily reconcile Contradictions, or (which may ſerve him 
as well) ſwallow them, ray do, if he pleaſes; and fo 
ſtand alone by himſelf 1n this, as well as (he ſays) he had 
done in ſome other Things. But others, who think 
themſelves obliged to uf2 Philoſophical Terms only as 
Philoſophers intended them, dare not venture to ſpeak 
thus, for fear Ari/to!/e thould bring an Adion of Battery 
againſt them ; who ce:tainly has « Pate to break as well 
as Priſciaz, and 1s as ienlivie of hard uſage, how pati- 
ently ſoever he has tool it hitherto at this Author's 
hands. But to give the {aid Author his due, he is not 
lo much 2 Slave to his wora, as to ſpeak the lame Thing 

11M. 


imitation, I ſuppoſe, of the Diſcreet and Humble Coar 
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in all places of his Book. For, to quote his own Autho- 
riry (though of littlevalue, but when brought againſt 
himſelf) in page 62. of this very Tract, he has theſe 
words. A Perſon (lays he) and an Intelligent Subſtance 
are Reciprocal Terms, And, are they ſo ? Why, how 
then comes a Beaft, in page 269. to be 4 Perſon? Is a 


ſtance ? Or, can a Beaſt be a Per- 


That they are Terms Reciprocal ? If I have not quoted 
this Author fairly and juſtly, let the Advantage be his, 
and the ſhame mine. But if I have, then let all the 
Learned and Impartial World (which I appeal to 

judge, whether one who talks thus Ignorantly and Setf- 


 Contradiftiouſiy about the Nature of a Perſoz, be fit to 


preſcribe to the whole Church New Terms and Models 
never heard of before,. to explicate the Perſozs of the 
Sacred Trinity by. But the Truth is, the diſtance be- 
tween the 69. and the 262. pages, was ſo great, and the 
Contradiftions which paſſed within that compaſs ſo Nu- 
merous, that how groſs and bulky ſoever this one might 
be, yet with the help of a little good luck, it might 
well eſcape the Author's Eye in ſuch a Crowd. And 


.perhaps, it had been never the worſe luck for the Au- 


thor Himſelf, if it could as eaſily have eſcaped the Rea- 


.der*s Eye t00. 


And now, to ſum up in ſhort, the Chief Heads of 


. What has been treated of in this Conn I have proved 


againſt this Author, That Sel/f-Conſciouſneſs is not the 
formal Reaſon of Perſonality in Created Beings. And 
that firſt by an Argument drawn from the very Nature 
of the Thing ; For that, ane, ng 94, preſuppoſes 
Perſonality, and therefore cannot be the formal Reaſon 
of it. As alſo from two Notable Inſtances, One of the 
Humanity, or Humane Nature of Chriſt. The _ 


; - DN Or RI ET NS he 4! 
; « SS es : 2 3%. dans ade AVE. , 
C A Ga Las. ta treat 


CHarPTeR UI). 


of the Soul of Man in its ſtate of Separation from the 
Body : Both of which I have ſhewn to be perfe&tly 
Self=Conſcious of all the Internal Acts, Motions and Paf- 
ſions reſpeQtively belonging to each of them ; and yet 
that they were, neither of them, Perſozs. And purſu- 
ant to this Subje&, I have, by clear, and ſolid Rea- 
ſons overthrown the pretended Perſonality of the Soul, 
both in adtate of ConjunQion with the Body, and of 


DisjunQion from it ; which in both is afferted by this. 


Author. And Laſtly, IT have examined his Abſurd Un- 
philoſophical Afſertions about theſe Matters ; in one 
whereof he aſcribes a Perſonality even to Beaſts them- 
ſelves. By all which, it is but too manifeſt againſt this 


Aſſuming big-talking Man, that as loftily as he carries. 
it, yet in very Deed and Truth he does not underſtand. 


what thoſe Terms Suppoſitum and Subſiſtence, Perſon and 
Perſonality mean. So fit is he (as I have ſaid) to treat 


of the Divine Perſons of the God-head ; whom yet he has 
made ſo bold with. 


And here I ſhould judge it high time to conclude this 


Chapter ; but that, methinks, it is pity ro leave this 


fine Trim Notion of Se/f-Cozſciouſneſs lo ; without ta-- 


king a little further View of the Curious Artifice and 
admirable Contrivance of ſo rare a prodution. For if 
it-were not ſuch, could this Author vaunt of it at-ſuch 
a rate as he does, pleaſing himſelf, and proclaming his 
* Evpnxa, evpnez, as upon an Invention ( forſooth )- 
which all Antiquity before him could'never yer reach 


to ? 


Nevertheleſs to deal clearly and' plainly amongſt 


Friends, ſuch a Cheating, Lurching thing does this Ex- 
pettation uſually prove, that after all theſe Pompous 
Shews, and Glorious Boaſts of SO ——_— Self- 
Conſcionuſnefi, uſhered in with twenty : 
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leaſt) like ſo many Heralds, or Tip-ſtaves, or (rather) 
Teomen of the Guard, marching before it ; yet, in Truth, 
after all this noiſe, it is, (like an Owl {tripp*d of its Fea- 
thers) but a very Mean, Meagre, Ordinary Thing ; 
being, in down-right Terms, neither more nor leſs than 
only oze Property of a Ratioual, or Intelligent Being ; by 
vertue whereof, the Soul is (as the Schools expreſs it) 
Supra ſe Reflexiva, that is to ſay, Able by a Reflex AQ 
of Knowledge, intimately to know and conſider it ſelf, 
and its own Being, together with its own Acts, Motions, 
and Operations. This ts the Sum Toral of the Matter, 
and all that Se/f-Conſciouſnefs 1s, or can truly pretend 
to be. 

And, (which is yet a further Diminution to it) as 
poor and mean a Notion as it 1s, 1t is Borrowed too. But 
you will ſay, From whom? Why ? Evcnfrom Honeſt 
Des Cartes, and his Cogitoergo ſum. Only with this un- 
happy difference in the Application of it, Thar this Pro- 
poſition, which Des Carres lays as the Baſis and Grou::d- 
work of his Philoſophy, our Author places with its 
Heelsupwards in his Divinity. For whereas Des Cartes 
inſiſts upon Cogitation, my to prove and inter Bcing, 
as one would prove a Caule from its Effects, or rather 
an Antecedent from its Conſequent : Our Author, on 
the contrary, makes Cogzrazion the very Cauſe and Prin- 
civle of Being and Subſiitence, by making it the formal 
Conſtituent Reaſon of Perſonality in the Perſon wt;o 
Thinks, or Reflects ; than which nothing can be more 
falſe, and ridiculous. 

And this, according to tne Trueſt, and moſt Philofo- 
_phical Account of the Thing, 1s the very utmoſt which 
this New, and ſo much brage*d of Notion amounts to. 
And I do hereupon Challenge this Author to prove theſe 
two Things if he can. | 
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Firſt, That the Self-Conſcionſneſs hitherto ſpoken of 
by him is any Thing more than a bare Property of an 
Intelligent Being, whereby it refle&s upon it ſelf, and 
its own Thoughts and Aftions. 

And in thenext place, That ſuch a Property does, or 
can Conſtitute the Being or Nature which it lows from, 
and belongs to, properly a Perſor. 

Theſe two things, I ſay, I call upon him to prove; 
and if he doesnot by dint of Argument make them good, 
he expoſes a poor, ſenceleſs, infant Hypotheſis to the 
wide World, and then very unmercifully leaves it to 
ſhift for it ſelf. Infine, I cannot but again and again 
own my Amazement at the Confidence of ſome bold 
preſuming Men, who ſet up for Enlightners of the 
Church, and new Modellers of Divinity in the ſtrength 
of ſome odd upſtart Notions, which yet arenot ableto 
acquit, or ſupport themſelves zpoz,and much leſs againſt 
the very firſt Elements and Principlesof a long tryed 
and never yet baffled Philoſophy, 
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CHAP. IV. 


Inwhich is proved againſt this Zuthor, T hat neither 
z5 Self-Conſciouſmeſs the formal Reaſon of 

Perſonality in the three Perſons of the Bleſſed 
Trinity, nor Mutual-Conſciouſneſs the Rea- 
ſon of their Unity in one and the ſame Na- 
FUYE. 


H*jms thus examined, and (as Tthink). over- 

thrown our Author's Notion of Self-Conſciouſneſs, 
with reference to Created and Finite Perſons, I ſhall 
now proceed to the Conſideration of whathe ſays of it 
with reference to the three Perſons in the Glorious God-: 
head. And this I ſhall do under theſe following 
Heads , which ſhall be the Subjects of five diſtinct 
Chapters. As 


Firſt, I ſhall treat of his two new Notions, viz. of 
Self-Conſtionſneſs, and Mutual-Conſcionſneſs, and ſhew, 
That Self-Conſcionſneſs1snot the formal Reaſon of Perſo- 
nality in the three Divine Perſons, nor Mutual-Conſcionſ- 
neſs, the Reaſon of their Unity mn one and the ſame Na- 
ture. And this we have here allotted for the buſineſs 
and Subject of this 4th Chapter. 


Secondly, I ſhall prove, That the Three Divine Per- 
ſons of the Godhead, are not Three DiſtinF, Infinite 
Mz3uds, or Spirits in the 5th Chapter. 

| Thirdly, 
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Thirdly, I ſhall Conſider, what this Author pretends 
to fromthe Authority of the Fathers and School-mer, in 
behalf of his New invented Hypotheſis, and ſhew, That 
they ſpeak nothing at all for it, or towards it : And this 
ſhall make the 6th and 7th Chapters. 


Fourthly, I ſhallſet down the Ancient and generally 
received Doctrine of the Church andSchools concerning 


the Article of the Trinity, and Vindicate it from this | 


Author's Exceptions, in the 8th Chapter. 


And whenlT ſhall have diſcuſſed and gone over theſe 
Particulars, I cannot imagine what can be found Conſfi- 
derable in this his Book (ſo far as I have undertook it) 
but what will have received herebya full and ſufficient 
Anſwer. 

Though, whenall is done, IconfeſsI have ſome fur- 
ther Complements to make to this Author upon ſome o- 
ther Accounts (though ſtill occaſioned by this Work of 
his) which, Iſhould be extremely wanting both tohim 
and the Cauſe now before me. ſhould I not, with all 
due Addreſs, paſs upon him. And this willadd three 
or four Chapters moreto the former, and ſo conclude 


this Work. 


And Firſt, To begin with the firſt of theſe, I ſhall 
endeavour to prove, That Self-Conſcionſneſs is not the 
formal Reaſon of Ferſonality in the Three Divine Fer- 
ſons. 

In order to which, I ſball premiſe and lay down 
theſe following Conſederations. | 


Cofrderation 1, That although the Divine Nature 
be one Pure, Simple, Indivifible Act, yet in our Con- 
| N 2 cepti- 


or 
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ceptionsof it (which are always inadequate to it) there 
1s a Natural Order of Prizs and Poſterizs founded in the 
Univerſal Reaſon of Things (according to which, the 
Conception of one Thing preſtppoſes, and depends 
upon the Conception of another) which, thoughit can 
make no Prizs or Poſterius inthe Pivine Nature, yetis 
by no means to be contradicted, or confounded inour 
diſcourſing of. God » foraſmuch as without our admit- 
ting this Rule it is impoſlible for any Humane Under- 
ſtanding either to Conceive, or Diſcourſe conſiſtently; 
or intelligibly of Him at all. 


Conſideration 2. (Which, I think, affordsus aRule 
ſafely and univerſally to-be relied upon) 15sthis, That 
in Things having a dependence between-them, where 
we may form toour ſelves a clear and diſtin& Conce- - 
ption of one Thing, without implying, or involving in 
it the Conception of any other Thing, there that Thing 
is in Order of Nature precedent to-all -thoſe Things 
whichare not eſſentially included in the Conception of 
it. Thus, for inſtance, we may have-a clear and di- 
ſtin& Conception of Entity and Being, and of Qnitytoo, 
without entertaining in our Mind, at-the ſame time, any 
Notion, or Conception of kxowledge at all 3 and there- 
fore the Ratio Entitativa, of any Thing muſt needs in 
Nature precede.the Ratio Cognitiva, aswellas Cognoſci- 
bilis. of the ſame. . | 


Conſideration 35 We muſt diſtinguiſh between: the 
AﬀeGtions, or Modes of Being ( asthey are ſtrictly ſo 
called) and between the Attributes of it. The firſt ſort 
arereckoned of the ſame Order with Beize it ſelf, and 
ſoprecede whatſoever 1s conſequent uponit, asthe At- 
tributes of tare accounted to bez which relate to the 

Being 
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Being or Subjeft they belong to, as things in Order of 
Nature Poſterior to it. Accordingly 1 the firſt rank 
are Exiſtence, Subſiſtence, | crſonality, &c. andinthe ſe- 
cond are all Ads i{Juing from a Nature, or Subje& ſo Sub- 
liſting; whether they be of Knowledge, Volition, Power, 
Duration, or the like: The Denominations derived from 
which, are properly called Attributes. 


Confiderationg, Though there can beno Accidents 
inhering in God, yet there may be Accidental Predicati- 
ons belonging to him. And I call thoſe Accidental, 
whichare not Neceſſary, or Eſſential. Such as are all 
Extrinſccal Denominations of lum founded on ſuch Acts 
of God, as were perfealy free forhim to do, or not to 
do; nothing inthe Divine Natare obliging him thereto. 
Of which number are-the Cerominations., or | redicates 
of Creatour, Redeemer, and the hke : Since there was 
nothing in God that made it neceſſary for him to be ſo. 


Conſideration 5.” When the Terms [_ Cauſe, Formal 
Reaſon, Conſtituent, or produJive Principle, and the like] 
are uſed about the Divine Nature, and Perſons, they are 
not tobe underſtood as applicable to them in the ſtrict 
and proper ſignification of the ſaid Terms, but only by 
way of Analogy 3 as really meaning no more than a Cau- 
ſal, or Neceflary Dependence of one Notion, or Coz:- 
ceptus objeFivus upon another 3 ſo that it is impoſſible 
for the Mind to Conceive diſtinctly of the one, but as 
depending upon, cr proceeding from the other. 


Conſrderation 6. That the Divine Nature may with 
all fair Accord to the Rules of Divinity and Philoſophy 
be Conſidered as Freſcinding, or Abſtrafting (though not 
as divided) from. the Divine Perſons. 


Con- - 
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Conſideration 7, That whatſoever 1s Eſſentially in- 
cluded in the Divize Nature thus Conſidered, 1s equal- 
ly Common and Communicable to all the Divine Fer- 


ſons. 
Y 


Conſideration 8, That whatſoever is the proper For- 
mal Reaſon of Perſonality, 1sutterly Incommunicable to 
any Thing, or Perſon beyond, Or beſide the Perſon to 
whom 1t belongs. | 


Conſideration 9. That for any Abſolute PerteCtion eſ- 
ſentially included, orimplyed inthe Divine Nature to be 
multiplyedin the Three Perſons belonging toit, 15a mani- 
feſt Multiplication of the Divine Nature it ſelf in the 
faid Ferſons, By which we are given to underſtand the 
difference between the Multiplication, and the Communi- 
cation of the Divine Nature tothoſe Perſons. 


Theſe Rules, Ithought fit to draw up and lay down 
before-hand, in order tothe uſe which we ſhall have of 
them in the enſuing Diſputation. 

And fol proceed to my Arguments againſt this Au- 
thor's New Notion of Se/f-Conſcionſneſs, with reference 
to the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, And the Firſt is 
This: 


Argument 1. No Perſonal At can be the formal Rea- 
ſon of Perſonality in the Perſor, whoſe A it is. Bur 
Self-Conſcionſneſs is a Perſonal A& , and therefore Self- 
mo hf" cannot be the formal Reaſon of Perſonality 
in the Perſo, whoſe ACtit is, and to whom perſonally it 
belongs. The Minor, I ſuppoſe, neither our Author 
* Himſelf, nor any one elſe, can deny. For if Self-Cor- 


ſcionſneſs 
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ſciouſneſs be not a Perſonal Act, let any one afſtign what 
elſe it is,or what it ought to paſs for.]t is certainly anA& 
of Knowledge, by which each Perjoz knows and com- 
prehendshimſelf, and whatſoever belongs to him. The 
Major Propoſition therefore 1sto be proved, viz. That 
no why 1 Act can be the formal Reaſon of Perſonality 
in the Perſoz whoſe Actit is. And I prove it thus : The 
formal Reaſonofevery Thing, is in order of Nature, be- 
fore the Thing of which it isthe formal Reaſon ; but no 
Perſonal A& is, inorder of Nature, before the Perſona- 
lity of the Perſon whoſe Act it 1s, and therefore it can- 
not be the formal Reaſon of his Perſozality. The Major 
is Self-evident. And as for the Minor, That no Per/o- 
nal Actis before the Perſonality of the Perſon whoſe Act 
it is; Thisalfo 1s manifeſt; Becauſe ſich an Ad cannot 
be before the Perſor himſclf, and therefore not before 
his Perſonality : For as much as his Perſorality 1s that by 
which he is formally a Per/ſoz 3, ſothatitis impoſſible to 
be before the one without being before the other too. 
And now, that it cannot be before the Fer/or himſelf, is 
manifeſt from hence, that as every /erſonal At in ge- 
neral bears a Relation of Poſteriority to the Perſon to 
whom it belongs, as to the Cauſe or Productive Princi- 
ple of all the A ts proceeding from Him; ſo this parti- 
cular A& of Self-Conſciouſneſs, bears a Treble Relation 
of Poſleriority to the Perſon whoſe Act it 1s, v7z. as to 
the Agent or Principle producing it. 2. As to the Sub- 
jeF Recipient of it, and ſuſtaining it. And Thirdly and 
Laſtly, As to the ObjeF which it 1sterminated to. All 
which ReſpeAs it ſuſtains, not barely asit is an A E, but 
_ as it is an [z-manent AF, and partly alſoa Reflex 
&, 
In the firſt place therefore, every Perſoz being the 
Agent, or Productive Caule of all the perſonal Acts uu- 
ing 
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ing from Him, he muſt npon that Account, in Order of 
Nature, precede the ſaid Acts 3 and conſequently every 
Divine Perſon muſt in Nature be before that At of Self- 
Conſciouſneſs, which perſonally belongs to him. And more- 
over {inceit is ikewile an [-zmanent AR, it relates to 
him, as the SubjeF in which it is, as well as the Cauſe from 
which it is, and upon that Account alſo, muſt bear a Na- 


txral Poſteriority to Him. And then laſtly, as it is alfo 
a Reflex AF, by which the Perſoz knows himſelf to be 


a Perſoz, and 1s Conſcious to Himſelf, what he is, and 


: what he does, it terminates upon him as its Objet alſo. 


So that the Carſe, the SubjeF, and the ObjeF of this At 
being the ſame Perſoz,in this laſt reſpe:t, no leſs than 
in the two former, it bears another and third Relation 
of Poſteriority to Him; fince every Act, not productive 
of ſomething beſides, and without the Agent, is in 
Order of Nature | ofterior to the Obje& it terminates 
UPON. i 
From all which I conclude, That that AR of SefF 
Conſciouſneſs, by which each Divine Ferſon knows, or ig/ 
Conſcious to Himſelf of his own Perſozality, cannot be 


. the Formal Reaſon of the ſaid Perſonality, without being, 


in Order of Nature, both before it, and after it too, viz. 
Before it, asit isthe Formal Reaſon of it, and yet Poſte- 
rior tot, asitis an A proceeding from, lodged and re- 
ceived in, and laſtly, Terminated upon the ſame Perſon. 
All which is ſo very plain, that hardly can any Thing 
be plainer: And indeed, the very word Self-Conſcionſ- 
eſs contradictsand overthrows its being the ground, or 
Formal Reaſon of Perſonality. For ſtill Self muſt be 


| before Conſciouſneſs; and Self imports Perſonality ;, as 


being that, by which a Perſos: 1s ſaid to be, what he 3s; 
and they both ſtand united in this one Word, as the A# 
and the ObjeF, and therefore Conſciouſneſs cannot be the 
| Reaſon 


_ 
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Reaſon of it. Or to exprels the ſame Thing by other 
Terms, Self-Snbſeſtence mult precede Self-Conſcronſneſs, 
and Self-Subſiſtence here umplys Perſonality; and there- 


fore Perſonality, upon the ſame Account, muſt in Na- 
ture precede Sel <Conſciouſneſs,and conſequently cannot 
e the formgl Effe?, or Reſult of it. For, ſurely, ac- 
Or fo the moſt Efſential Order of Things, 4 Ferſoz 
2ſt be what he is, before he can know what he 3s. 

And this Argument, I confeſs, being founded upon 
the Friority of Subſeſtence toall AFs, and particularly to 
thoſe of kxowledge 1n every Perſon Se!f-Conſcions, does, 
and muſt Univerſally run through all Inſtances, in which 
Perſonality and Self-Conſciouſneſs, with reference to one 
another, come to be treated of, And as it affects Self- 
Conſcionſneſs, ſoit will equally take placein Mutual-Cor- 
ſcionſneſs too. = 

What Allowances are to be here made for the abfo- 
lute Simplicity, Eternity, and Pure Afuality of the Di- 
. vine Nature and Perſons (when theſe Notions are ap- 
plyed to them) we have already obſerved, in the firſt 
of thoſe Preliminary Conſiderations mentioned in this 
Chapter. The proper uſe and deſign of all which No- 
tions, is tolead, guide, and dire& our Apprehenfions 
about that Great ObjeF#, ſomuch too big for our Nar- 
row Faculties {0 that whatſoever contradits the Natu- 
ralOrder of theſe Apprehenſions ought upon no ground 
of Reaſonto be admitted in- our Diſcourſes of the Dz- 
_ vine Nature, how much ſoever it may and does tran- 
ſcend the ſaid Apprehenfions. And this muſt be allow- 
ed us, or we mult fink under the vaſt Diſproportion of 
the thing before us, and not diſcourſeof it at all. For 
I cannot think, that the Word Self-Conſtionſuefs has 
brought the Deity one jot lower to us, or raiſed our 
Underſtandings one degree higher and nearcr to that. 


Argnncus 
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Argument TI. My Second Argument againſt Self-Con- 
ſcionſneſs being the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality inthe 
Divine Perſons, is this : Nothing 1n the Nature of it 
Abſolute and Irrelative can be the Formal Reaſon of Per- 
ſonality in the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity; but Self- 
Conſciouſneſs 181n the Nature of it Abſolute and Irrelative z 
and therefore it cannot be the Reaſon of perſonality in 
any of the ſaid Perſons. 

Now the Major Propoſitions provethus. Nothing 
in the Nature of it Abſolute can be the Formal Reaſor 
of any Thing in the Nature of it purely and perfectly. 
Relative. But the Perſonality of every one of the Dz-. 
vine Perſons18 purely and perfetly Relative; and there- 
fore Nothing Abſolute can be the Formal Conſtituent 
Reaſon of their Perſonality. The Major of which Syl . 
logiſm isalſo manifeſt. For Things Eflentially different, 
and thereby uncapable of being affirmed of one another, 
cannot poſlibly be the FormalReaſon of one another. And, 
that the Perſons in the Bleſſed 1rinity are purely Relative 
to one another, and conſequently, that their Perſonali- 
ries are ſomany Relations, is no leſsevident from this, 
That Two of them relate to one another, as Father and 
cor, and the Third toBoth, as proceeding fromBoth ; | 
and it 1s impoſlible for one Thing to proceed from ano- 
ther, eſpecially by a Continual Att of Proceſſion, with- . 
out Importing a Relation to that from which it ſo pro- 
ceeds; ſothat the very perſonal Subſeſtence of theſe Per- 
ſons 1mplys and carries in-it a Formal Relation. For - 
the Father Subſfiſts perſonally asa Father, by that Eter--. 
nal Communication of his Nature to his Son; which 
A&, as proceeding fromhim, 1s called Gereratioz, and 
renders him Formally a Father, and as Terminated in 
the Son, is called-F:/;atio7, and Conſtitutes him For- . 


"Pp mally. 
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"mallyaSon 3 and in like manner the Holy Ghoſt Sub- 
fiſts perſonally by that A& of Proceſſion, by which he 
proceeds from, and relates to both the Father and the 
Son. So that, that proper Mode of Subſſtence (by which 
inConjundion with the Divine Eſſence always included 
init, each ofthemisrendred a Perſo) 15 wholly Rela- 
tive, and ſo belongsto one of them, that it alſo bearsa 
Neceſlary reference to another. From all which, it 
undeniably follows, That the Three Perſor5 in the Blej- 
ſed Trinity, areinthe Formal Conſtitution of themRe- 
lative to one another 3 and conſequently, That the 
Three Perſonalities, by which they become Formally 
Three Perſons, and are ſo denominated, are Three Eter- 
al Relations. | 

But now, for the Minor Propoſition in the firſt Syllo- 
giſm, viz. That Self-Conſciouſneſs is a Thing in the Na- 
ture of it Abſolute and Irrelative,that, I think,can need but 
little Proof; it being that Act by which each Perſor 1n- 
timately knows, and is Conſcious to'himſelf of his own 
Being, 4&s, Motions, and every Thing perſonally be- 
longing tohim3 ſo that, asſuch, it terminates within, 
and looksno further than that one Pero, whom it is an 
Entire Survey and Comprehenſion of. And as it is an 
Abſolute and Irrelative Term,ſoit may be Conceived di- 
{tinctly and fully without Conceiving, or implying the 
Conception of any Thing, or Perſoz befides. And 
now, 'what Relation does or can ſuch an At of velf- 
Conſciouſneſs imply in it? It is indeed onthe contrary, 
a dire& Contradition to allthat is Relative. For it 
incloſes the Perſox wholly within himſelf; . neither 
—_— nor looking further, nor referring to any one 
elſc. 
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If it be here ſaid, That each Perſoz, by an At of 
Self-Conſcionſncſs, intimately knows the Relation which 
he ſtands in to the other Two Perſons. 

To this, I Anſwer Two Things. 


I. That toknow a Thing or Perſon to be Relative, or 


to be Conſciousof the Relation belonging to it or him 
does not make that Ad of Knowledge to be either 4 
Relation, or of a Relatrve Nature. \ 


2. I Anſwer, That this very Thing proves S1f-Cor- 
ſcionſueſs not to be the Conſtituent Reaſon of Perſonality. 
For, it the Father knowshimſelf to bea Father by an 
Att of Self-Conſcionſneſs, 1t is evident, That Self-Conſci- 
ouſnieſs did notmake him ſo: but that he was a Father, 
and had the Relation of a*Father, and therebya Perſo- 
zality belonging to him as ſuch, in Orderof Nature An- 
tecedent to this-At of Self-Conſcionſneſs; and therefore 
that this Self-Conſtionuſneſs cannot be the Reaſon of the 
Relation,nor of the Perſonality implyed init. Foraſmuch. 
as it 151n ſeveralreſpeRs Poſterior to the Perſon whom 
it- belongs to.as1n the foregoing Argument we have abun- 
dantly ſhewn. | 
But to take a particular and diſtint Account of this 
Notion, 1n the ſeveral Perſons of ' the Trinity; Docs 
the Father become a Father by being Conſcious to himſelf, 
that he isſo, or rather by that At by which he Com- 
municates his Vature to, and thereby generates a Son ? 
Or does the Sorr's Relation to the. Father confiſt in his be-: 
ing Conſcious to himſelf of this Relation > Or Laſtly, 
does the Holy Ghoſt proceed from the Father and the Son, 
and ſo perforal/y relate to both by that Att of Self-Conſei- 
ouſneſs, by which he 18 Conſcious to himſelf of this Pro- 
ceſſron? All this 1s Abſurd, Unnatural, and Impoſſible. For 
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no Perſon is related to another by that At of Self-Con- 
ſcionſneſs, by which he knowsand refles Perſonally up- 
on himſelf, And yet it 1s certain, That to be a Father, is 
a Relative Subſſtence, and to be a Son depending upon 
the Father by an Eternal At of Generation perpetu- 
ally begetting him, 1salfo to have a Relative Subſiſtence z 
and laſtly, to be Eternally proceeding from Both, as the 


Holy Ghoſt is, muſt likewiſe import « Way or Mode of 


Subſiſting altogether as Relative as the Two former.” In 
which three ways of Sbſſtence confiſt the Perſonalities 
of the Three Perſons reſpe&ively ; and upon theſe Le/f 
Conſcionſeſs can have no Conſtituting Influence at all ; 
as. being an Atquite of another Nature; towit, Abſc- 
late and Irrelative, and reſting wholly within the Perſon, 
whom it belongs to. 

From all which, I conclude, That Self-Conſtionſnelſ> 
neither is, nor can be the Formal Reaſon of ]erſonality 
in the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity. And tlus 
Argument I take to-have the force and clearneſs of a De- 
monſtration. . 


Argument TW. The Third Argument 1s thiss If Self 
Conſciouſneſs be the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality in the 
Three Dzwine *erſons, then there 1s no Repugnancygn 
the Nature and Reaſon ofthe Thing it ſelf, butthar there 
might be Three Thouſand Perſons in the Deztyas well 
as Three. But this 1s Abſurd, and therefore ſo muſt 
that be likewiſe from which it follows. The Conſequence 
appears from this, That there is no Repugnancy but 
that there might beſo many Cel/fConſcionſneſſes, or Self- 
Conſcions Minds or Spirits, tor the Deity toCommunicate 
it ſelf to: And therefore, if Self-Conſcionſueſs be the 
Formal Reaſon of Perſonality, there is noRepugnancy, 
but that there might be Thrqy Thouſand Perſons in the 
God-head, as well as Three, The 
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"The Propoſition is proved thus. Becauſe this Repug- 
nancy (if there beany) muſt be either from the Na- 
ture of Self-Conſciouſneſs, 1 the ſeveral Self-Conſciows 
Minds or Spirits it belongs to, or fromthe Nature of the 
God-kead, whichis to be Communicated to them. But 
it. is from neither of them, For | 

Firſt, there is nothing in the Nature of Self-Conſcionſneſs 
tO hinder its Multiplication into never ſo great a Num- 
ber of Particulars; but that there may be Three Thou- 
ſand, or Three Millions of Self-Conſcions Minds or Fpi 
rits,as well as Three.”Nor, in the next place, is there any 
Repugnancy on the Part of the God-head, That Three 
Thouſand Self-Conſcious Spirits ſhould ſubliſt in it any 
more thanthat Three ſhould:For theGodhead conſidered 
preciſely and abſtraftedly in it ſelf (and not as aftually 
included in any Perſon) is as able to Communicate it 
ſelf to the greateſt Number as to the ſmalleſt. 

If it be here ſaid, That the Three Perſozs are not on- 
ly Three Self-Conſcions Spirits, but alſo Three di- 
ſtinf Jnfinite Self-Conſciows Spirits, ( as our Author 
ſays they are, and of which, more in the next Chapter.) 
I Anſwer, That there may be as well Three Thouſand 
diſtin& Infinite Spirits gf hree. For Infinity 1s as much 
inconſiſtent with the Plurality of Infinites, as with 
the greateſt ;and therefore it it be no Repugnancy,that 
there ſhould be Three diſtin& Infinite Minds, neither is 
there that there ſhould be Three Thouſand. So that if 
Self-Conſcionſneſs be the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality, 
there appears no Repugnancy either from the Nature of 
Self-Conſciouſneſs, orthe Number of the Spirits endued 
withit, nor from the [ ſuppoſed] rfinity of the ſaid 
Spirits, nNonor yet from: the Nature of the God-head it 
ſelf, butthat there might be Three Thouſand Fexſonrin 
tt as well as Three. 


But 
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But how then comes there to be only Three? Why, 
upon theſe grounds no other Reaſon can be aſſigned for 
it, but only that it was God's free Determination that 
there ſhould be Three and no more. And then the T73- 
zity of. Perſons muſt be an Effeft of God's Will, and not 
a Neceflary Condition of the Divine Nature; and the 
farther Conſequence of this muſt be, that the three /er- 
ſons are Three Created Beings, as proceeding from the 
free Reſults of God's Wull, by vertue whereof they 
equally might, or might not -have been. .' 

But on the contrary our Author himſelf holds Page 
129./inve 13. That the Three Perſoxs are Eflential to the 
Divine Nature, and ſo Efſential to it, that they nece 
ſarily belong to it in this number , andcan be neithe 


more nor fewer than Three. . And if. this be ſo, Iam : 


fare itis a Contradiction that it fhould be otherwiſe: for 


it is a Contradiction, that it ſhould not be, which ne. - 


ceſfarily is, and cannot but be. But now I have proved, 
that there is no Repugnancy or Contradiction tothe Na- 
ture of Things conſidered barely according to their Na- 
ture, that three thouſand Se/fConſeions Minds or Spirits 
ſhould ſubſiſt in the: Godhead any more than that three 


ſuch [Spirits ſhould ſoſubſiſt. And therefore if it be Ab- 


ſurd, and Impoſlible, ( as undoubtedly it is) that fo 
many Perſons ſhould belong to the Divine Nature, then 


maſt the Reaſon of this Abſurdity be fetched from ſome - 


other Thing, than either from Self-Coſcionſaeſs, with 
reference to the Divine Nature, or from the Divine 


Nature, ( conſidered in it ſelf abſtratedly from all 


AdQual Perſonality: ) for theſe, as we have ſhewn, 
afford no ſufficient Proof of this Abſurdity. .. : And 


therefore, I ſay, ſome other Reaſoz muſt be found 
out, and aſſigned againſtit. And accordingly, let this 
Author. produce ſuch an one (whatſoever it be) as ſhall 


ſolidly - 


Fn 
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ſolidly and concluſively prove , That there cannot be 
Three Thouſand Self-Conſcions- I'erſons belonging to the 
Godhead, and that from the Nature of the Thing it ſelf 
(as ſeveral ſuch Reaſons may be brought) and Iwillun- 
dertake to him to prove, by the very ſame Reaſor and 
Argument as Concluſively, That Self-Conſeionſneſs isnot, 
cannot be the Formal Reaſon of Perſonalityin the Three 
Divine Perſons of the Trinity. In the mean time, b 
that kind of Arguing, which 1s called Dedu@&io ad Ab- 
fardun , Thave ſufficiently diſproved it, by ſhewing 
what an Intolerable Abſurdity muſt follow the Ailert- 
ing It. 4 


Argument TV. The Fourth and Laſt Arguzzet ſhall 
proceed thus. If Three diſtinCt Self-Concionſneſſes For- 
mally ConſtituteThree diſtinct Perſoralities,then Three 
diſtin& Self-Complacencies will Conſtitute Three diſtint 
Perſonalities too. But our Author, Iſuppoſe, willnot 
allow of the latter, and therefore neither ought he to 
aſſert the former. 

The Conſequence1s plain. Becauſe there is no Rea- 
ſon alleagable (according to our Author's Hypotheſis) 
why Self-Complacency may not found a Perſonality as 
well as Selſ-Conſcionſneſs. | 

For they are both of them equally diſtint ternal 
Acts in the Perſon whom they belong to; and as tothe 
Formal Effed& of each, an At of Self-Complacency ſeems 
to have the Preheminences(ince it 1sa greater Perfetion 

to be United toan Infinite Good,that is, to the Deity, by 
way of Loveand Adbeſron, than barely by way of know- 
ledge and Intelleion. And Self-Complacencyis the for- 
mer, whereas Self-Conſcionſneſs riſes no higher than the 
latter. And conſequently ſince Se/f-Complacency is the 
more Perte&ive At of the two (knowledge of good 
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being ſtillin order to the Love of it) and ſince withall 
Perſonality 18 the moſt perfect way of Sbſejting, which 
any Nature iscapable of, it ſeems moſt rational to derive 
the perfeC&teſt way of Snbſiſtence, belogging toan Inteli- 
gert Being, from the moſt PerfeFive Act of that Being if 
trom any Ag at all. 

And now if this Author ſhould Obje&, That Self 
Complacency, 1s1n Order of Nature Subſequent to Self- 
Conſcionſneſs3. and ſo, that there cannot be the ſame 


ground to make it the Formal Reaſon of Perſonality, that 


there is, to make Self-Conſcionſneſs lo. 

I Anſwer, That, according to my Principle, where- 
by I deny Self-Conſciouſneſs tobe the Reaſor of Perſona- 
lity, becauſeit is poſtnate to Self-Snbſeſterce,tt 18,indeed, 
a good Reaſon; but according to our Author's Hypo- 
theſis, it isnoneat all. For it the Priority of Self- 3ub- 
ſiſtence to Self-Conſcionſneſs (according to him) hinders 
not but that <elf-Conſcionſneſs may nevertheleſs be the 
Principle .or Reaſon of Perſonality, why ſhould:the pre- 
cedency of Self-Conſcionſneſs to Self-Complacency, hinder 
Self-Complacency from being as proper a Reaſon or Princi- 
ple to found Perſonality upon, as the other. 

All this I alledge only as a» Argument ad Hominem , 
and deſire this Author to conſider, if any one ſhould 
borrow ſome of that Boldneſs of him, by which he dif- 
ſents from all Antiquity, and confidently averr, That 
Self-Complacency is the Proper formal Reaſon of Ferſonali- 
tyineach andevery one of the Divine Perſons] would have 
him, I ſay, conſider by what Reaſon or Argument, 
conſiſtent with his New Opinion he could Confute this 
othereNeww Atlertion. 

For my own part, ſinceI think as much may be ſaid 
for the one as for the other, I am ready to ſet up for 
Self-Complacency againſt his Self-Conſcionſneſs, when he 

PÞ plea- 
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pleaſes 3: and willundertaketo give as good Reaſons for 
my, Notion, as hecan for his, and perhaps better ; let 
him begin and enter intothe Diſpute, as ſoonas he will. 

- And as I ſhall oppoſe my Self-Complacency to his Self-Con- 
ſcionſneſs, {o.1ſhall find out a Mutnal-Complacencyto Vye 
againſt his Mij:tzal-Conſcionſneſs too. And it any one 
{hould here object, That this and the ike Diſputesare | 
of that Nature, that the World 1snot like to be mach | 
Edified. by them 3 I, perhaps, think fo as much as he- 
But that 1s no great matterz{ince our Author 1s of fo very 
Benign a Temper, That he doesnot always Write only 
for the Reader's Edification, but ſometimes for his Diver- 
fron tOO. 

Having thus given my Reaſons againſt this Author's 
New Notion of Self-Conſcionſneſs, both with reference 
to Perſons Create and Uncreate, and proved, That it 
neither is, norcan be the Formal. Reaſor of Perſonality 
in either of them - I ſhall now paſs to his other New | 
Notion of Mutual-Conſcionſueſs, whereby thoſe Perſons, 
who were diſtinguyhed from one another by their re- 
ſpective Self-Conſcionſneſſes, are United and made onein 

| Nature by vertue of this Matual-Conſciouſneſs, Con- 
cerning which Notion alſo, I muſt profeſs my ſelf in the 
number of thoſe who are by no means ſatisfied with it, 
as of any ſuch pecuhar Efhcacy to the uſe and purpoſe it 
is here brought for. 

And there are ſufficient Reaſons againſtit. In giving 
of which, as T muſt acknowledge, That that one Con- 
ſideration of the Priority of Being (whether Eſſentially, 
or Perſonally conſidered) together with the firſt Modes 
and AﬀeGtions of it, toany AF of Knowledge Attributa- 
ble to the ſaid Being, isthe Fundamental Principle upon 

which I umpugn this Author's New Hypotheſis; ſo it 
docsand muſt (as Ihave noted ) run through all, - 
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moſt of the parts of this Diſputation, both about Self 


Conſciouſneſs and Mytral-Conſcionſneſs too. And ac- 
cordingly, in the firſt placeI Argue againſt it thus. 


Argume ut 1.NoAG of K nowledee can be theFormalRea- 
ſon ot anUnity of Nature1n thePerſons of theleſfed Tri- 
zity: But anAtt of Mutual-Conſcionſneſs,isanAGt of Know- 
ledge; And thereforeno Att of Mtual-Conſcionſneſs can 
be the Formal Reaſon of an Unity of Nature in the Three 
Divine Perſons. The Major I prove thus. Every Ad 
of Knowledge ſuppoles the Unity of a Thing, or Being 
from which that Act flows, as Antecedent to it, and 
therefore cannot be the Formal Reaſon of the ſaid Bevng, 
For ſtill I affirm, that Being, and conſequently Unity of 
Being (which is the firſt Aﬀection of it) mult in Order 
of Nature precede K zowledee, and all other thelike At- 
tributesof Being. And if ſo, no Attribute Subſequent 
to a Thing, can be the Formal Reaſon of that Thing, 
_ whichit1s thus, in Orderof Nature, Subſequent to. 

For neither can Omniſcience it ſelf (one of the greateſt 
and moſt acknowledged Attributes of the Divine Na. 
ture) be ſaid tobe the Reaſoneither of the Being, or of 
the Unity of the ſaid Nature: And. therefore neither can 
any Aﬀ of Knowledge whatſoever be ſo. This is my firſt 
Argument, which I think ſufficient fairly to propoſe, 
without any farther Amplification. 


Argument TI. If Unity of Nature in the Dive 
Perſons be the Cauſe, Reaſon, or Principle of Matxal- 
Conſtionſneſs in the ſaid Perſons, then their Mutual- 
Conſcionſneſs 15not the Cauſe or Reaſon of the Unity of 
their Nature : But the formeris true, and therefore the 
latter 1s ſo too. 
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As for the Conſequence of the Major Propoſition; it 
5s as evident, as, that Nothing can be the Cauſe and 
 Effeft of the ſame Thing. 

And for the Minor, That _ of Nature, or Eſſence 


in the Divine 1 erſons is theCanſe, Reaſon; or Frinciple of 
Mutnal-Conſcionſneſs, 1s proved from this, That we can 
no otherwiſe conceive of. Mutnal-Conſcionſneſs, than as. 
of an Eſſential Property: equally belonging to all the 
Three. Ferſons: And all Properties, or Internal Attri- 
butes, are accounted toifſue and reſult from the Eſſence 
or Nature of-the 'Things. which they belong to 5 and 
thereforecanhave no Antecedent Cauſal Influx upon the 
ſaid Nature, ſo as to Conſtitute either the Berg, orthe 
Uzity thereof. But the Divine Nature or Eſſence being 
one and theſamem all the Three Perſo7z5, there is, upon 
this-Account, one and the ſame Kzowledze in them alſo, 
And they are not oe 1 Nature, by vertue of their My-. 
tual-Conſciouſneſs but they are therefore MutnallyConſci-. 
oxs,, becauſe the perfe# Unity and Identity of their Na- 
ture, makes them ſo. - And to Aſſert the contrary, is of 
the like import (ſtill allowing for the Diſproportion of 
an Infinite and Finite Nature) as if we ſhould make Ri- 
febility ina Man, the Principle of his I[xdividuation, and 


affirm, That Peter's having this Property, is that which” 


Conſtitutes. him this particular Individual Man; whictk 
1s egregioully abſurd in all the Philoſophy I ever yet 
met with, whatſoever it may be 1n this Author's. 


Argument Il. To afirm Mutual-Conſciouſneſs to be 
the Cauſe of the Union of the Three Divine Verſons.in 
theſame Nature, 1s to confound the Union and Commi:- - 
#ion of the ſaid Perſors together : But ſuch a confuſion, 
ought by nomeansto be allowed of and therefore nei- 
ther ought that to be Aſſerted, from whence it follows... 


Now . 
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Now certain it is, That all Adsof ſeveral Perſons up- 
on one another(as all that are Mytzal muſt needs beJare 
properly Acts of Communion, by which wge ſaid Perſons 
have an Intercourſe amongſt themſelves.as adinginter- 
changeably one upon the other. But then, no doubt? 
both their Eſſence and Perſonality, muſt ſtill go before 
this Mytnal-Conſciouſneſs, ſince the Three ''erſons muſt 
needs be really one in Nature before they can know 
themſelvesto be ſo. And therefore Union of Knowledge 
(asI think — eſs may properly be called) 
cannot givean Union of Nature. It may indeed ſuppoſe 
it, it may reſult from 1t, and upon the ſame Account 
may infer and prove it, butit can never give or cauſe it, 
nor be that Thing or Act, wherein an Cnity of Nature 
does properly conſiſt, whatſoever this Author Aflerts 
to the contrary. - * | 

But the Truth is, all that he has ſaid both of Se/f- 
Conſcionſneſs and Mutual-Con ſcionſneſs (and he has no 
more than ſaid it, as never offering at the Proof of any 
Thing) is founded in a manifeſt Perverſion of that Na- 
tural Order, in which Humane Reaſon Concejves and 
Diſcourſes of Things: Which'Order (to give an In- 
ſtance of it in our diſcourſing of any particular Perſon, 
or Complete Bcing) proceeds by theſe ſteps. Firſt we 
conceive of this Perſon as poſleſJed of a certain Eſſence 
or Nature Conſtituting or rendring him what he is. 
Then -we conceive of this Nature as orc, which it the 
firſt Aﬀetion reſulting from Being. Afterthis we con- 
ſider this Being, as ſtepping forth, or excrting it ſelfin 
ſome AFs, whether of Intel/e&ion, Volition, Power, or 
thehke. In which whole proceſs.the Order of theſe 
Conceptions is ſuch, That it cannot, with any Accord 
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to Reaſon, betranſpoſed, ſo as to have the tecond or - 


third put into the place of the firſt, . 


But 
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But now let us ſee how contrary to this Order our 
Author's Hypotheſis proceeds. For whereas Nature or 
Being ſhould be firſt, Onity next, and the Ads iſſuing 


. . from thence obtain the Third place, and then thote Acs 


ſtand in their due Order amongſt themſelves. This 
Author, on the contrary, makes Mtual-Conſcionſneſs, 
which is by two Degrees,or Removes poſterior to Unity 
of Nature (in the Perſons whom it belongs to} to be 
the Cauſe or Formal Reaſon of the ſaid Unity. For fir(t 
$cIfConſcionſneſs is poſterior to this Unity, and then My- 
tual-Conſcionſneſs1s poſterior to yr oy ry as be- 
ing an Ac ſuperveninguponit. For Mutral-Conſciouſ-- 
eſsis that Act by which each Per/o» comprehends, or 
15 Conſcious of the Self-Conſciouſneſs of the other two; 
and therefore muſt needs preſuppoſe them, as the Act 
muſt needs doits ObjeF. And therefore to make (as 
this Author does) a 190; "AY the Conſtituent 
Reaſon of the Znity of the Three. Perſons, when this 
Unity is by two degrees, in Order of Nature, before it, 
runs ſo plainly counter to all the Methods of true Rea- 
ſoning, that it would be but time loſt to purſue it with 
any further Confutation, 


Argenment]V.Our 4th and laſtArgumentproceedsequal- 
ly againſt Mutzal-Conſcionſneſs and Self-Conſcionſneſs too 
andis taken from that known Maxime in Philoſophy, 
That Entities, or Beings, are not to be multiplied without 
manifeſt Neceſſity: That is, we are not toadmit of New 
Things, nor to coin new Notions, where ſuch as are 
knownand long received are ſufficient to give usa true 
and full Account of the Nature of the Things we di- 
ſcourſe of, and to anſwer all the Ends and Purpoſes of 
Argumentation, 


Accordingly 
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Accordingly I affirm, That the Notions of Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs and Self-Conſcionſneſs 1n the Subject now be- 
fore us ought to be rejeted. not only as New and Suſpi- 
cious, but as wholly Needleſs. For what can be figni- 


fied by thoſe, which is not fully, clearly, and abundant- 
ly ſignified by that one plain Word, and known Attri- 


bute, the Divine Omniſcience ? And what are Mutnal- 
Conſciouſneſs and Self-Conſcionſneſs elſe (Gf they are any 
thing) but one and the ſame Omniſcience exerting it (elf 


ſeveral ways, and upon ſeveral ObjeFs? As to apply it 


Inl- 


to the Matter before us 3 does notevery one ofthe Dz- - 


vine Perſons, by vertue of the Divine Nature, and of 


this O-77iſcience therewith belohging to him, Perfectly, 


Intimately , and Intirely know. himſelf: as a Per/ſoz, 
and allthe AZions, Motions, and every thing elſe be- 
longing to him ?. No doubt he does; for that other- 
wiſe he could not be Omnſciext. -, And does not the 
ſame Perſon again; by the very ſame Omniſcience, know 


all that is known by the other Two Perſons, and the o-- - 


ther Two Perſons by the ſame Mutually know all that 
is known by him ? No doubt they may and do : Foraſ- 
much as Omiſcience knows all things that are knowable, 
and conſequently all that is or can be known of, or in 
any one or allof the Divize Perſons joyntly or ſeverally 
conſidered. 

But to' argue the Matter yet more particularly, Et- 
ther Self-Conſciouſneſs and Mutual-Conſcionſneſs are one 
and the ſame with the Divine Omniſcience, or they arc 
diſtin& ſorts of knowledge from it. If they are the 
ſame, thenthey are uſeleſs and ſuperfluous Notions, as 
we affirm they are; but if they import diſtinct 
ſorts of knowledge, then theſe two. Things will fol- 


low. | 


I. That. 
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I. That inevery one of the Divine Perſons there are 
three diſtin ſorts of Knowledge, viz. AKnowledge of 
Omniſcience, a Knowledge of Self-Conſcicuſneſs, and a 
Knowledge of Mztual-Conſcionſneſs too; which,I think, 
1» very ablurd and ridiculous. 

2. And in the next place: If we affirm them to be 
diſtin& forts of Knowledge from that of Omn:iſcience, 
then they muſtalſo have ObjeFs diſtin&t from, and not 
included inthe ObjeF of Omniſcience ; ſince all ſuch dit- 
ference, cither of ſortsor Acts of Knowledgei1s found- 
ed upon the difference of their Obje#Fs. But this is im- 
pollible; ſince the ObjeF of Onniſcience comprehends in 
it all that is knowable ; and conſequently if Mtral- 
Conſciouſneſs and Self-Conſcionſneſs have ObjeFs diſtin& 
from, and not included in the ObjeF of Onmiſcience, 
thoſe ObjeFs muſt be ſomething that is not knowable 
for that Omniſcience (as we have ſhewn) claims all that 
is knowable, or poſhible to be known. for its own ObjeF. 
From all which it follows, That Self-Conſcionſneſs and 
Mutual-Conſcionſneſs conſidered as diſtin fromOmniſeci- 
ence are two empty Chimerical Words, without any 
diſtin& Senſe, or Signification. 

Ina word, Every Perſon in the 1rizity, by oneand 
the ſame Att of Omniſcience, knows all the Internal 
Ads, Motions, and Relations proper both to himſelf, 
and to the other Two Perſons beſides. Andif fo, what 
imployment oruſe can there be for Se/f-Conſeionſneſs, or 
Mutnal-Conſcionſneſs, which Omniſcience (that takesin 
the Objects of both) has not fully anſwered and diſ- 


chargcd already ? 


If it behere ſaid, That Ommiſciencecannot give Per- 


ſonality; foraſmuch as the Perſonality of each Perſor di- 


{tinguiſhes him from the other two; which Omnſcience 
(being common to them all) cannot do. This I grant, 
and 
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and ownitimpoſlible for any Thing Eſſentially involved 
in the Divine Nature, to give a Perſonal Diſtin4tion to 
_ any of the Three Ferſo7s 3 but then I add alſo, That: 
 wehave equally proved, that neither was felf-Conſciouſ- 
neſs, the Formal Reaſon of this Perſonal Diſtin Zion, by 
ſeveral Arguments 5 and more eſpecially, becauſe that 
Self-Conſcionſneſs being a Thing Abſolute and Irrelative, 
could not be the Formal Reaſor of any thing in theNature 
of it perfe 31ly Relative, asthe Divize Perſons certainly 
are. For this is a received Maxime in the Schools, with 
reference to the Divine Nature and Perſons, Repugnat in 
Divinis dari Abſolutum Incommunicabile, Greg. de Valen. 
T Tom. p. 874. And it 1s a ſure Rule, whereby we 
may diſtinguiſh in every one of the Divize Perſons, 
what is Eſſential, from what is Perſonal, For every At- 
tribute that is Abſolute, is Communicable, and conſe- 
quently Eſſential, and every one that is purely Relative, 
is Incommunicable, and therefore purely Perſonal, and 
ſo econverſo : Upon which Account Self-Conſeronſneſs, 
which isa Thing Abſolute and Irrelative, cannot be In- 
communicable, nor conſequently the Formal Reaſon of 
Perſonality 1n any of the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity; 
as we have already at large demonſtrated. 

So that ſtill our Aflertion itands good, That all that 
can be truly aſcribed to Self-Conſciouſneſs and Mutual- 
Conſcionſneſs with reference to the Divine Nature and 
Perſons, may be fully and fairly accounted for fromthar 
one known Attribute, the Divine Omniſcience. And 
therefore, that there Is no uſe at all either of the Term 
Self-Conſcionſneſs or Mutnal-Conſciouſneſs, to contribute 
tothe plainer or fuller Explication ofthe Bleſſed Trinity 
as this Author, with great fluſter of Oftentation pre- 
tends, but has not yet by ſo much asone ſolid Argument 


proved. 


Q But 
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But when I con{ider how wonderfully pleaſed the Man 
3s with theſe twonew-ſtarted Terms ſo high in ſound,and 
ſoemprty of ſence,inſtead of one ſubſtantial word, which 
gives us all that can be pretended uſefulin them, with 


vaſt overplusand advantage,and eveni{wallowsthemup.,,. 


as Moſes's Rod did thoſe pitiful Tools of the Magicians; 
This (I ſay) brings tomy Mind ( whether will or 
no) a certain Story of a Grave Perſon, who Riding in 
the Road with his Servant, and finding. bimſclf ſome- 


thing uneaſy in his Saddle, beſpoke his Servant thus, 


ohn (lays he) a-lieht; and firſt take off the *addle that 
Y oa, _ EA —_ then _ the g 

your Horſes and when you have done this, put the Saddle 
that was upon my Horſe, upon your Horſe, and put the Sad- 
ale that was upon your Horſe upon my Horſe : Whereupon 
the Man, 'who had not ſtudied the Philoſophy of Sad- 
dles (whether Ambling or 1rotting) fo exattly, as his 


Maſter, replys ſomething ſhort upon him; Lord! Ma- 


fter, What needs all theſe Words ? Could you not as well have 
ſaid, Let ws change Saddles? Now I muſt confeſs, I 
think the Servant was much mm the rights though the 
Maſter having a Rational Head of his own, and being 


withal willing to. make the Notion of changing Saddles 


moreplain, eaſe and intelligible, and to give a clearer 
Explication of that word, ( which his Fore-Fathers, 
how good Horſe-men ſoever they might have been, yet 
were zot equally happy in the explaining of) was pleaſed 
to ſet it forth by that more full and accurate Circum- 
locution. 

And here it isnot unlikely but that this Author, who, 


with a ſpight equally Maliciousand Ridiculons, has re-: 
Zee Chap: flected upon one of his Antagonifts, and that for no 


Cauſe, or Provocation that appears (unleſsfor having 
Baffled him) may tax me alſo, as one Drolling upon 
Things 


aadle that 3s upon 
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7 hings ſacred, for repreſenting the vanity of his Hypo- 
theſis by the forementioned Example and Compariſon. 
"But I hope the World will give meleave to diſtinguiſh 
between Things Facred , and his Abfard Phantaſtick 
way of treating of tkem 3 which, I can, by no means 
look upon as Sacred, nor indeed any Thing <lfe in his 
whole Book, but the bare S»hjedF it treats of, and the 
Scriptures there quoted by him.For toſpeak my thoughts 
plainly, I believe this Sacred Myſtery of the 7rinty, 
was never ſo ridiculed and expoſed tothe Contempt of 
the Profane Scofters at it, as it hasbcen by this New- 
faſhioned Defence of it. 

And fol diſmiſs his two ſomuch Admired Terms (by 
himſelf I mean) as in no degree anſwering the Expect- 
ation he raiſed of them. Forl cannot find, That they 
have either heightned or ſtrength'ned Men's Intelle&u- 
al Faculties, or caſt a greater light and clearnefs upon. 
that Obje& which has ſo long exerciſed them 3 but that 
a Trinity in Vnity\sasMyſteriousas ever; and the Mind 
of Man as unable to graſp and comprehend it, as it 
has been from the beginning of Chriſtianity to this day. 
Ina word,Self-Conſcionſneſs and Mutnal-Conſcionſneſs have 
rendred nothing about the Divive Nature and Ferſons, 
plainer, eaſter, and more Ite/lligible 5 norindeed, after 
ſuch a mighty ſtreſs ſo irrationally laid upon two flight 
empty words, havethey made any thing (but the Au- 
thor himfelf) better underſtood than it was before. 


Kay 
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in which is proved againſt this Author, That the 


Three Perſons of the Blefled Trinity, are 


net Three Diftint Infinite Minds, or Spi- 
rits, 


] T being certain both from Philoſophy and Religion,that 
thereis but one only God,orGod-head,in which Chriſti- 
an Religion has taughtus, . T hat there are Three Perſons 
Many Eminent Profeſſors of it have attempted to ſhew, 


how one and the ſame Nature might Subſiſt in Three 


Perſons, and how the ſaid Three Perſozs might meet in 


one, and make nomore than one ſimple, undivided Na- 


tyre. It had been to be wiſhed, I confefs.that Divines had 
reſted inthe bareExpreſitons delivered in Scripture con- 
cerning this Myſtery, and ventured no further by any 


particular, and bold Explications of it. But ſince the 


Nature. . or rather Humour of Man has been fti]l too 
ſtrong for his Duty, and his Curioſity- (eſpecially in 
things Sacred) been apt to carry him too far ;.thoſe, 
however, have been allalong the moſt pardonable, who 
have ventured leaſt, and proceeded upon the ſurcit 
grounds both of Scripture itſelf, and of Reaſon diſcour- 


{ing upon it. And ſuch I affirm the Ancient Writers 


and Fathers of the Church, and after them the Schoo!- 


mento have been3 who with all their Faults (or rather 
Intelicities, cauſed by the Times and Circumſtances 


they 


CHAPTER V, 117 


they lived 1n) are better Divines, and SobererReaſon- 
ers than any of thoſe Pert, Confident, Raw Men, who 
are much better at Deſpiſing and Carping at them, than 
at Reading and Underſtanding them : Though Wiſe 
Men Deſpiſe nothing, but they will know it firſt; and 
for that Cauſe very rationally deſpiſe them. 

But among thoſe, who leaving the Common Road of 
the Church have took a By-way to themſclves, none 
(of late Yearseſpecially_ have ventured fo boldly and 
ſo faras this Author 3 who pretending to be wore happy 
(torſooth) in his Explication of this Myſtery than all be- 
fore him (as who would not believe a Man in his own 
Commendation? ) and to give a more ſatisfaftory Ac- 
count of this long received, and Revered Article by 
Terms perfectly New, and peculiarly his own, has ad. 
vanced quite dificrent Notionsabout this Myſtery, from 
any that our Church was ever yet acquainted with 3 
Affirming, (as he does) That the Three Perſons in the 
God-head, are.Three Diſtint Infinite Minds, or Spirits, as 
will appear from the ſeycral places of his Book, where 
he declares his Thoughts upon this great Subject. Ag, 
Firſt in Page 50. he ſays, The Three Divine Perſons, 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are 1khree Infinite Adinds 
really diſtin from each other. Again, 1n Page 66. The 
Perſons (ſays he.) are pertectly diſtin 3 for they are 
Three diſtin and Infinite Minds, and therefore Three c/;- 
ſtinT Perſons : For a Perſon is an Intelligent Being +, anc to 
ſay, they are Three Divine Perſons, and not Three diſtin 
Infinite Minds.zs both Hereſie and Nonſenſe, For which cx- 
traordinaryComplement paſſed upon the whole Body of 
the Church of Emgland, and perhapsall the Churches of 
Chriſtendom beſides, as I have paid him part of my thanks 
already, ſo I will not fail yet further to account with 
him before. put an end. to this Chapter. In the mean 

time, 
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time, he goes on, in Page 102. 1 plainly aſſert ( ſays 
he) 7hat as the Father is an Eternal and Infinite Mind, fo 
the Son is an Eternal and Infinite Mind diſtinif from the 
Father, and the Holy Ghoſt is an Eternal and Infinite 3/ind 
diſtin? both from Father and Son : Adding withall theſe 
words ; Which (fays he) every Body can underſtand with- 
ont any hill inT ogick, or Metaphyſicks. And this, I con- 
felt, is moſt truly and ſeaſonably remarked by him : For 
the want of this Qualification 1s fo far from being any 
hindrance in the Caſe mentioned.,thatI dare undertake, 
that nothing but want of «kill in Logick and Metaphyſicks, 
can bring any Man hving,, who acknowledges the 7r;- 
7ity,to own this Afjertion. I need repeat no more of his 
Expreſſions to this purpoſe; theſe being tufficient tode- 
clare his Opinion z ſave only that in Page 119. where 
(he ſays) That Three Minds, or Spirits, which have no 
other difference, are yet diſtinguiſl\d by Self-Conſcionſneſs, 
and are Three diſtin Spirits. And that other in Page 2 58, 
where ſpeaking of the Three Perſons, I grant(ſays he) 


. that they are Three Holy Spirits. By the ſame Token, 


that he there -very Learnedly diſtinguiſhes between 
Ghoſt and Spirit, allowing the ſaid Three Perſons (as we 
have ſhewn) to be 7hree Holy Spirits, but at the ſame 
time denying them to be 7 hree Holy Ghoſts,and this with 
great ſcorn of thoſe who ſhould hold,or ſpeak otherwiſe. 
To which at preſent Iſhall ſay no more but this, That he 
would do well to turn theſe two Propoſitions into Greek, 
or L atin ; and that will preſently ſhew him what diffe- 
rence and diſtin&on thereis between a Ghoſt and a Spj- 
rit, and why the very ſame things which are affirmed of 
the one (notwithſtanding the difference of thoſe words 
in Exeliſh) may not,with the ſame Truth, be affirmed of 
the other alſo. But the Examination of this odd Afer- 
tion will fall in more naturally towards the Jatter end of 

this 

wy. 
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this Chapter, where it ſhall be particularly conſi- 
dered. | 

I have now ſhewn this Author's Judgment in the 
Point,and in oppoſition to whathe has to boldly Affert- 
cd, and laid down, I do here deny, That the Ihree Per- 
ſons in the Bleſſed Trinity,are Three diſtin Infinite Minds 
or Three diſtin Infinite Spirits. And to overthrow his 
Aflertion, and evince the Truth of mine, I ſhall trou- 
ble ncither my Reader nor my ſelf, with many Argr- 
ments, But of thoſe, whichT ſail makeuſle of.the firſt 


1s this. 


Argument 1. Three diſtin# Iufinite Minds, or Spirits, 
are Three diſtin Gods. 
_ But the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, are not 
] bee diſtin Gods. 
And therefore the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
are not three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 


The Minor, I ſuppoſe, this Author will readily con- 
cur with meinz howbeit his Hypotheſis (as ſhall be 
{hewn) 1n the certain Conſequences of it Contra«lidts it, 
and, if it ſhould ſtand, would efteCtually overturn it. 
For by that he aflercs a pertect 7ritheiſme, though I 
have ſo much Charity for him, as to believe, that he 
does not know it. 

The Major Propoſition therefore 1s that which muſt 
be debated between us. This Author holds it in the 
Negative, andI in the Affirmative - and my Reaſon for 
what I affirm, vis. That Three diſtin Infinite Minds, 
or Spirits, are Three diſtin Gods, 15this, That Ged and 
Infinite Mind, or Spirit, are Terms Equipollent, and 
Convertible. God being truly and properly an [finite 
Mind, or Spirit, and au_Infinite Mid or Spirit being as 

N truly 
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truly and properly God. And to ſhew this Convertibi- 
lity and Commenſuration between them yet further -: 
Whatſoever may be affirmed or demed of the one, may 
with equal Truth andPropriety be aftirmed or denied of 
the other. And to give an Inſtance of this with refe- 
rcnceto the Three Perſons of the Blefjed Trinity; As it 
is true, that one and the ſame God, or God-head is 
Common to, and Subſiſts in all and every one of the 
Three Pzxſons; ſois it true, That one and the ſame Infinite 
AMind, or Spirit, 1s Common to, and Subfiſts in 
the ſaicl Three Perſons : And conſequently, as it 1s falſe, 
That oneand the ſame God, or Godhead, by being Com- 
mon to, and Subſiſting in the Three Perſons, be- 
comes Three Gods, or Three God-heaads ; ſo is it equally 
falſe, That oneand the ſame [finite Mizd, or Spirit, by 
being Common to, and Subſiſting in the faid 
Three Per ſors, becomes Three Infaite Minds, or *pirits. 
This is clear Argumentation, and craves no Mercy at 


our Author's Hands. 
» If it be here objected, That weallow of Three di- 


flin# Perſons in the God-head, of which every oneis 1u- 


frrite, without adnutting them to be Three diſtin& Gods ; 
and therefore, why may we not as wellallow of Three 
aiſtin® Infinite Minds or Spirits in the ſame God-head 
without any neceſlity of inferring. from thence, That 
they are Three diſtinCt Gods ? 

I Anſwer, 'That the Caſe is very different, and the 
Reaſon of the differenceis this, Becauſe Three Ifrite 
Minds, or piritsare Three Abſolute, Simple Beines,or 
Eſſences,and ſo ſtand diſtinguiſhed from one another, by 
their whole Beings or Natures. But the Divine Perſons 
are Three Relatives, (or one ſimple Being, or Eſſence, 
under three diſtinct Relations) and conſequently differ 
from one another, not wholly, and by all that is in 

them, 
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them, but only by ſome certain Mode, or reſpeF peculiar 
to each, and upon that Account cauſing their Diſtin- 
tion. And therefore to Argue from a Perſox to a Spirit 
here 15 manifeſtly Sophiſtical, and that which is called, 
Fallacia Accidentjs, or (lince ſeveral Fallacies may con- 
curin theſame Propoſition) it may be alſo dio ſecur- 
dum quid ad diFum ſimpliciter, For ſo it is to conclude, 
That Three Perſons are Three diſtin# Gods; ſince the 
difference of Perſons is only from a diver/e reſpe be- 
tween them; but Three Gods import Three abſolutely 
diſtin Natures or Subſtances, And whereas we ſay, 
That the Three Perſozs are all and every one of them 
Infinite, yet it isbut from one and the ſame Numerical 
Nature Common to them all that they are ſo, the 
Ternary Number all the while not belonging to their 
Tzfinity, but only totheir Perſozalities. The Caſe there- 
fore between a Mizd, or Spirit, and a Perſon, is by no 
means the ſame. Foraſmuch as [ Perſoz | here imports 
only a Relation, or Mode of Subſeſtence in ConjunGti- 
on with the Nature it belongsto: And therefore a Mul- 
tiplication of Perſoxs (of it ſelf) imports only -a Mul- 
tiplication of ſuch Modes, or Relations, without any ne- 
ceſſary Multiplication of the Nature it ſelf to which 
they adhere. Foraſmuch as one aid the ſame Nature 
may ſuſtain ſeveral diſtinct Relations, or Modes of Sub- 
ſiſtence. But now onthe other ſide, a Mind, or Spirit, 
is not a Relation, or Mode of Subſeſtence, but it 18 an 
Abſolute Being, Nature, or Subſtance 5 and conſequently 
cannot be multiplyed without a Multiplication of it inte 
ſo many Numerical Abſolute Beings, Natures, or Sub- 
ances; there being nothing 1n it to be zzultiplyed bur « 
ſelf. So that Three Mizds, or Spirits, are Three: Ab- 
ſolute Beings, Natures, or Subſtances,. and Three diſtin 
Infinite Minds, or Spirits, are accc.dingly Three diſtin 
R # Infruite 
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Iafrnite Abſolurr Beings, Natures, or Subſtances. That is, 
in other words, They are Three Gods 5 which was the 
Thing to be proved ; and let this Author ward off the 


Proof of it as he 1s able.. 


Argument WI. My Second Argument againſt the Three 
Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity being Three diſtin® Infinite 
Minds, or Spirits, is this. ; 


Three diſtin Minds, or Spirits are Three diſtin . 
Subſtances, © 
But the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity are not 
Three diſtin Subſtances. 
And therefore they are not Three diſtin Minds, or 
Spirits. 


The Major Propoſitionis proved from the Definition 
ef a Mind, or Spirit, That it is Subſtantia Incorporea In- 
telligens, an Intelligent, Incorporeal, | or Immaterial} 
Subſtance; and therefore Three diſtin? Minds, or Spi- 
rits, muſt be Three ſuch diſtin# Subſtances, And be- 
ſides, if a Mind, or Spirit; were not aSubſtance, what 
couldit beelſe? If it be any Thing, it muſt be either 
an Accident, or Mode of Being. But not an Accident, 
ſince no Accident can bein God; nor yet a Mode of Being, 
{ince a Spirit (not defigned to concur asa part towards 
any Compound) 1san Abſolute, Entire, Complete Be- 
ng of itſelf, and has its proper Mode of Subſiſtence 
belonging toit; and therefore cannot be a Mode it ſelf. 
Fromwhence it follows, That a Spirit is, and muſt be 
a Subſtance, and can be nothing elſe. 

As for the Minor, viz; That the Three Perſons in the 
Bleſſed Trinity. are not Three diſtin# Subſtances; this 1s 
evident both from Authority, and from Reaſon. F 

An 
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And firſt for Authority, © Tertullian againſt Praxeas 
. affirms, Semper in Deo una Subſtantia. And St. Jerom in 


_ . hisEpiſtle to Damaſre, Lis ore ſacrilego Tres ſubſtantias 


predicabit ? And St. Auſtin 19 his 5th Book de Trinitate, 
Chap, 9. and in Book 7. Chap.4. And Rrffinws in the 
1ſt Book of his Hiſtory, Chap. 29. All afirm One 
Subſtance in God, and deny Three, and yet the ſame 
Writers unanimouſly hold Three Perſons, which ſhews, 
That they did not account theſe Three —_ Three 
Subſtances. And Anſelmus in his Book de Incarnatione. 
Chap. 3. ſays, That the Father and the Son may be ſaid 
to be Two Beings, provided that by Beings we under- 
ſtand Relations, not Subſtances, And Bel/armine, a 
Writer Orthodox enough in theſe points, and of unque- 
ſtjonable Learning otherwiſe, in his 2d Tome, pace 348. 
about the end, ſays, That to aſſert, that the Father and 
the Son differ in Subſtance,is Arianiſm -* And yetif they 
were Two diſtin Subſtances, for them not to differ 11 
Subſtance, would beimpoſiible. And as for the Greek 
Writers, they never admit of Three 2a in the Deity, 
but where $2z is uſed to ſignifie the ſame with woes, 
as ſometimes it was uſed : And by reaſon of this Ambi- 
guity it was, that the Latin Church was fo long fearful 
of uſing the word Hypoſtaſis, and uſed only that of Per- 
ſona, anſwering to the Greek INegwwmy, leſt they 
ſhould hereby be thought to admit of Three Subſtances, 
as well as Three Perſons in the God-head. 

Nor, in the next place, 1s the ſame leſs evident from 
Reaſon, than we have ſhewn it to be from Authority. 
For if the Three Perſons be Three diſtin:t Subſtances, 
then Two diſtin Subſtances will concurin;and belong to 
each Perſon; to wit, That Srbſtance which is the Divine 
Eſſence, and ſo is Communicable or Common to all 
the Perſors, and that Subſtance which Conſtitutes each 
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Perſon, and thereby 1s ſo peculiar to him as to diſtin- 
guiſh him from the other, and conſequently to be in- 
communicable to any beſides him to whom it belongs : 
Since for one and the ſame Subſtance to be Common to. 
all Three Per/ons,and withal to belong incommunicably 
to each of the Three, and thereby to diſtinguiſh them 
from one another, 1s Contradictious and Impoſlible. 


And yet on the other fide toafſert Two diſtin Subſtan- 


ces 1n cach Perſoz, 1s altogether as Abſurd z and that, as 
upon many other Accounts, fo particularly upon this, 
That it muft infer ſach a Compoſition in the Divize 
Perſons, as is utterly Incompatible with the Abſolute 
Simplicity, and Infinite Perfeftion of the Divize Na- 
ture. And therefore the Three Perſorrs in the Bleſſed 
Trinity, can by no means be ſaid to be Three diſtin? 
Subſtances, but only one Infrnite Subſtance, equally Com- 
mon to, and Subſiſting in them all, and diverſited by 
their reſpective Relations. And moreover, ſince Three 
diſtint Minds, or Spirits are Eſſentially Three _—_ 
Subſtances, neither can the Three Perſons of the Trinity 
be ſaid to be Three diſtin? Minds, or Spirits; which 
was the Point to be made out. 


Argument WI. My Third Argument againſt the fame 
ſhall proceed thus. , 
If it be truly ſaid, That one and the ſame Tifinite Mind, 

or Spirit is Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, (T mean 

all Three taken together) andit cannot be truly ſaid, 

That one and the ſame Infinite Mind, or Spirit is 

Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits ; then it 

follows, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are 10k 

Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 


But 
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But it may be truly ſaid, That one and the fame Infinite 
Mind, or Spirit is Father, Son, -and Holy Ghoſt ; 
 andit cannot be truly faid, That bne and the ſame 
. Tafinite Mind, or Spirit is Three diftin# Injmite 
Minds, or Spirits.” - vl oi OT 
Therefore the Three Perſons in the Trinity, viz. Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are not Three diſtin't 
Infinite Minds," or Spirits.” SfIC3 3C-1 | 
This1s the Argument. 
SEP FO} e7 | M14 IFE6=, 
Now the Conſequence of -the Major' appears from 
this, That the ſame Thing, or Things, at- the ſame 
time, and intheſame reſpe&t, cannot'betruly afirmed 
and denied of the ſame Subject :' And.thereforc ſince 
[ Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt,taken joyntly together] 
are truly predated of one andthe' fame Ifrnite Mind; 
and [ Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits} cannot be 
truly affirmed or predicated, and confequently may be 
truly denied of the ſame; it follows, That -Þ Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt and {Three diftin't Infinite Mirds, 
or Spirits] neither are; ' nor can be accounted-the fame, 
nor be truly aftirmable of ' one another. 
As for the Minor, 1t conlifts of two parts, | and ac- 
cordingly mult. be proved ſeverallyin each of then). - 
And Firſt, That it is, and may be truly ſaid;-That 
one and the ſame Infinite Mind is Father, Son; and: Holy 
Ghoſt (viz.joyntly taken) as I noted before. This, I 
fay, may be proved from hence, That God is truly ſaid 
to be Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt (ſtill ſotaken.) And it 
having been already evinced, That\ oze- Infinite Mind, 
or Spirit | and | one God are terms convertible and equi- 
pollent, it follows, That whatſoever' is truly affirmed 
or denied of the one, may be as truly affirmed or denied 
of the other. And this 1stoo evident to need any fur-. 
ther proof. And 


ts 
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And therefore in the next place, for the proof of the 
other part of the Minor, viz. That one and the ſame Inf. 
nite Mind, or Spirit,cannot be truly ſaid to be Three diſtin 
Infinite Minds... of Spirits 3-This 1s no les evident than 
the former, becauſein ſuch a Propolition both Subject 
and Predicateimply a Mutual Negation of, and Contra- 
diction to one and another; and where it is ſoit is im. 
poſtble for one to be truly affirmed, 'or predicated of 
the other. KT | 

And now, after this plain proof given both of the Ma- 
jor and the Minor Propolition, and thisalſo drawn into 
ſo little a compals, I hope this Author will not bear him- 
ſelf fo much above all the Rules which. other Mortal; 
proceed by,::as, after the Premiſes proved, to deny the 
Concluſion, viz. That the Three Perfers in tle Bleſſed 
Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, ate not Three di- 


ſtint Infinite Minds, or Spirits, The Affirmation, of 


which, is that which Tundertook4to confute. 

-- But before; I diſmiſs this Argxwert, I cannot but take 
notice, That the ſame Terms, with a bare Tranſpoſiti- 
on of them, viz.. by ſhifting place between the Predi- 
cate and the Subje& (which in Adequate and Commen- 


ſurate Predications, may very well be done) will as ef- | 


feftually conclude to, the fame Purpoſe, as they did in 
the way in which: we havealready propoſed them. And 
ſo the Arguzzent will, proceed thus. 


If it betruly and properly ſaid, That the Three Per- 
ſons in the Bleſſed Trinity, are one Numerical Inf- 
 _ mite Mind, or Spirits then they cannot be truly ſaid 
_ ito be Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 
But they are truly andproperly ſaid to be one Numerical 
Tufinite Mind, or Spirit. 


And 
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And therefore they neither are, nor.can be truly ſaid to 
be Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. , 


[The Conſequence of the firſt Propoſitionis'manifeſt, 
becauſe (as we have ſhewn before) one andthe ſame 1- 
finite Mind cannot be Three diſtin} Infinite Minds with- 
out a Contradiction in the Terms. 

And for the Minor, viz. That the Three Perſons are 
truly ſaid to be one Infinite Mind, or Spirit 5 That alſois 
proved by this, That alland every One of them, are tru- 
ly and properly ſaid to'be Gods; and God is truly and pro- 
perly one Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit : And there- 
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fore if the Three Perſons are ſaid to bethe Firſt, they 


muſt be ſaid to be this Latter alſo; 'and that (asI ſhew 
before) becauſe of the Reciprocal -Predication of thoſe 
Terms.. But 'as:to-the Matter before us, That God 3s 
truly and properly one Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit, 


even this Author himſelfallows, who in Page 69. poſi- 


tively ſays,. That we know nothing of the Divine Eſſence, 
but that God is an Infinite Mind, Very wellz' and if he 
grant himto bean [»frite Mizd, let him prove this Tnfe- 


nite Mind to bethree diſtin Injnite Minds, if he can. 


The Truth is [ Infinite Mind or Spirit | is an Eftential 


Attribute of the Divine Nature, and Convertible with 


it, and whatſoever is{0, belongs equally to all the Three 


Perſons, and conſequently cannot- be aſcribed to them. 


plurally any more thanthe Deity it ſelf; it being as un- 
capable, as that, of being multiplied. Upon which 
Account, if the Three Perſoxs are with equal Truth ſaid 
to be [ one Infinite Mind, or Spirit | and to be [ oe God] 
they can no more be ſaid to be Three diſtin Irfnite 
—_— » than they can be ſaid to be Three. diſtin 
.F0 ' ; 
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'So that which way ſoever the Argument be propoſed, 


either, That one Infinite Mind is Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt; or, That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are one In- 


fnite Mind, ſtill overthrowsthis Author's Hypotheſis, 


That the ſaid Three Perſons 'are Three diſtinct Infinite 
Minds, or Spirits. og, ict 


Argument IV. My. Fourth and Laſt Argument againſt 
the ſame, ſhall-be thus. . | 


Whatſoever » Attribute. may be truly predicated of all 
and each of the Divine Perſons in the Athanafian 
Form; ſo belongs to them all in Common, that it 
can belong to none _of them under any Term of di- 
ftinQion from the reft. \ : 
But the Attribute | Intinite Mind, or Spirit]. #2ay be 
truly predicatedof all and each of the Divine Per- 
ſons in and according to the Athanaſian Form. 
And therefore it can belong to. none of them under any 
Term of diſtin-tion from the reſt. 


- The Major is as evident; asthat no Attribute can be 
Common to ſeveral Subjeds, and yet peculiar and ap- 
propriate to each of them. 

And the Minor1s proved by Inſtance thus; The Fa- 
ther is an Infinite Mind, the Son 1s an Infinite Mind, and 
the Holy Ghoſt is an Infinite Mind ; and yet they arenot 
Three Izfinite Minds, but one Infnite Mind. 

- And this I affirm to be as good Divinity as any part 
in the Athanaſrar Creed, and ſuch as I ſhall abide 
by, both againſt this' Author, and any other what- 
Men. 5: at EE 54 5 139 25 

But now let us ſee how his Afſertion caſt into the 
Athanaſran Model, ſhews it ſelf, as thus. 

' The 
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The Father is a diſtin Infinite Mind, the Son is a di- 
ſtin@ Infinite Mind, and the Holy Ghoſt is a di- 
ſftin& Infinite-Mind; and yet they are not Three 
diſtin Infinite Minds, but one diſtin& Infinite 
Mind. 

And this is ſo far from being true, that it is in- 
deed neither Tr7#th nor Sence. For what Truth can there 
bein denying, That Three Per/ozs, of which every one 
isfaid tobe a diſtin# Infinite Mind, are Three diſtin& In- 
finite Minds? And whatſence can there bein afhtrming,or 
ſaying, That they are but one diſtin Infinite Mind>Where- 
as the Term [| di/tin& ] is never properly uſed or apply- 
cd, bnt with reſpe@ had to ſeveral Particulars each di- 
ſcriminated from the other; but by no means where 
thereis mention made only of oze Thing and no morc. 
as itis here in this Propoſition. | 

But to make what allowances the Caſe will bear, and 
for that purpoſe to remit ſomething of the ſtriftneſs of 
the Athanaſtan Form,by leaving out the word [ diſtin +} 
in the laſt and illative Clauſe, we ſhall then ſeethat our 
Author's Hypotheſis will proceed thus. 

The Father is a diſtin Infinite Mind.the Son is a di- 
ſtinT Infinite Mind,and the Holy Ghoſt is a diſtin? 
Tafinite Mind ; and yet they are not [hree Infinite 
Minds, but one Infinite Mind. 

Thus, I fay, itmuſt proceed in the Athanaſran way 
with the word [ di##int ] left out of the Concluſion. Ne- 
vertheleſs even ſo, the Inference is {till manifeſtly and 
groſly falſe in both the branches of it.For it isabſolutely 
falſe [ That Three diſtin't Infinite Minds, are not Three In- 
finite Minds] and altogether asfalſe [ That Three Infinite 
Minds, are but One Infinite Mind. 

The Author's Hypotheſis put into the Athanaſrar 
Model, muſt needs fall m with that Fallacy ſometimes 

8) urged 
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urged againſt us by the Seciniags, viz. The Father ;s 4 
Perſon, the Son a Perfon, and the Holy Gholt a Perſon, and 
yet they are not Three Perſons, but one Perſon, which is 
manifeſtly Sophiſtical, by argutng ab imparibas tan;uam 
paribus, viz. Concluding that of an Attribute Relative, 
and Multiplicable, which can be concluded only of ſuch 
as are not So. 

| For the Athanaſran Tnterence holds only in Attri- 
butes Eſſential and Common to all the Three Per/ors 
joyntly, or ſ{everally taken, and not 1n ſuch asare Pro. 
per, Perſonal, and Peculiar tocach. Asalſo inſuch as 
are Abſolute, (asthe Attribute of Miz, or Spirit without 
the word | diſtin] 1s) and notin ſuch as are Relative, 
For thoſe Attributes, which agree to the Divine Perſons, 
Perſonally, Peculiarly, and Relatively can never Unite, 
ar Coincide into oxe in the Inference, or Concluſion. 
In a word | Infinite Mind, or Spirit ] 1s a Predicate per- 
tectly Eſſential, and ſo in its Numerical Unity Com- 
monto allthe Three Divine Perſons, and for that cauſe 
not to be affirmed of, or aſcribed to, eithex all or any of 
them with the Term [ diſtin] addedto it, or joyned. 
with it.. For that would awltiply an Attribute that can- 
not be wultipljed.. 

And now, What I have here diſcourſed upon , and 
drawn from the 4thana/ran Creed with reſpet to this 
particular Subject, leave to our Author's ftricteſt Exa- 
mination. For my own part, I rely.uponthis Creed, as. 
aſure Teſt, or Rule to diſcover the falſhood of his Hy- 
potheſis by. So that as long as it istrue, that God 7s one 
numerical I»fizite Mixd or Spirit, and aslong as the Atha- 
aſian Form duely applied is a firm-and good way of 
Reaſoning, this Author's Aſſertzon,” hat the Three Divine 
Perſons, are Three diſtiu&® Infinite Minds, or Spirits, is 
thereby irretragably overthrown... 


And. 
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And therefore I ſhall not concern myſelf to produce 
any more Arguments againſt it. Only by way of Over- 
plus to, and. [Puſtration of thoſe, which have already 
been alledged,l cannot but obſerve the ConcurrentOpi- 
nion of the Philoſophers,and moſt Learned Men amongſt 
the Heathens about God's being one Infinite Mind,or Spirit, 
as a neceſſary deduction (no doubt) made by Natural 
Reaſon from the Principles thereof concerning the Dz- 
vine Nature, For moſt of the Philolophers looked upon 
God as the Soul of the World, as One Infinite Mind, or Spi- 
rit, that animated and preſided over the Univerſe. For 
ſo held Pythagoras, as Cicero in his firſt Book, de Natura 
Deorum, and LaFantirs in his Book de ira Dez, tells us, 
Pythagor as quoque ununm Denm confitetur dicens Incorpoream 
eſſe mentem que per omnem Naturam diffuſa && intenta vi- 
ftalew ſenſum tribuit.” In like manner the Great Hermes 
being asked, What God was, anſwered, 0 7%) 0Awv Gn 
vp39s anpwwalG- vs 4 alG., The Maker of all Things, 
a moſt-Wiſe and Eternal Mind. Thales called him, »y 
Tg X0TMY ©tzey, God, the Mind of the World. Diogenes, 
Cleanthes, and Oenipides, * 79 cops wyly, The Soul 
of the World. Plato in Phedone, ſays of God, That 
he 1s vss 0 Savor x muyTey amnG,, a Mind that 1s 
the Cauſe and orderer, of all Things. And Plato the 
Son of Ariſton ſays, ,o 5 Ocos vis .ber © noour, Gott is 
the Mind of the World. » And LaFantizs gives this Te: 
ſtimony of Ariſtotle, That, Quamois ſecum ipſe Hiſſideat, 
ac repugnantia ſtbi es dicat,&ſentiat,(by which onewould 
think our Author better acquainted with/hun than hes) 
in ſummum tamenunan mentey mundv preeſſe teftatur/La&t. 
de falſyRelig. Lib. r. Cap.5.. Agreeably to all which, $e4 
zeca the Preface to his Natural Queſtions, puttrig the 
Queſtion, Qzideſt Des? What is God ? Anſwers, Mes 
Czjoerſr, The Mind of the Univerſe, As the Learned 

| - 0 Emperour 
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Emperour Antoninws after him, expreſſes God the ſame 
way, and by the ſame word in Greek, s # o2v vis, I ibs. 
p.148. Oxon. Edit. And that Paſſage inVirgil's 6. Aneid 
is famous; where ſpeaking of God.asthe Great Soul of the 
World, running through all the Parts of that-vaſt Body, 
he expreſles it in thoſe known Verſes :. 


Celnm, ac Terras, Campoſqz liquentes, 
Lucentemy; Globum Lune, Titaniaq, Aſtra, 

_ Opiritzs intus alit, totamyz infuſa per artus 
Mens agitat molem, &» magno. ſe corpore miſcet. 


And the ſame was the Opinion of Cato before him, a 
great Man, though but-a ſmall Author, who tells us 
from the Ancient Poets (who were accounted the-Phi- 
loſophers of the firſt Ages) That Des eſt Animxs, God 

is a Mind, or Spirit. $ 
And the Truth is, L reckon that theſe Learned Men, 
all along, by az Iyfinite Mind, or Spirit,” underſtood' as 
truly-and certainly Oze Infinite Mind, or Spirit, as if the 
Term of Unity had been added by them. For beſides 
that the Particles a, or the, {which we uſe in tranſlating 
any ſingle word into our own Language ) import ſo 
much, the yery condition alſo of the Subje& ſpoken of, 
as being finite, muſt needs infer the ſame. So that 
weſce here how the Judgment of NaturalReafonintheſe 
Eminent Philoſophers amongſt the- Heathens' falls in 
with what God himſelf revealed by the Mouth of our 
Saviour concerning his: own Nature, in Joh 4; 24. viz. 
ThatGed js a Spirit. For we havethem expreſling him by 
theſe words,. Animm, Menus, e&5- Spiritzs: . So that had 
they-alllived after St. John, (as one of them did,) their 
Sentences might have paſſed for fo many Paraphraſes. 
| . UpoN.. 
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upon the Text, all declaring God to be Oe Infizite Soul, 
Mind, or Spirit. 
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But perhaps our Author will here ſay , What is alt this 


to the purpoſe, ſince we found our knowledge of the 
Three Divine Perſons, wholly upon Revelation? And 1 
grant, we doſo; Yet nevertheleſs I ſhall, by his good 
favour, ſhew, That whatI have alledged is very 
much to the purpoſe. And to this end, premifing here 
what we have already proved, viz. That to be One Infi- 
rite Mind, and to be Three diſtin@ Infinite Minds, involve 
in them a Mutual Negation of, and Contradiction to 
one another : (Foraſmuch as to be Urn, istobe Indivi. 
ſumin ſe 3, that 1s to ſay, Indiviſtible into more things, 
ſuch as1t felt.) This, Ifay, premiſed, 

Firſt, I deſire this Author to produce that Revelation, 
which declares the Three Ferſozs of theBleſſed Trinity, to 
be Three diſtin& Infinite Minds, or Spirits. ForT deny 
that there 1s any ſuch. 

Secondly, I affirm, That whatſoever is a Truth: in 
Natural Reaſon, cannot be contradicted by any other 
Truth declared by Revelation; finceit is impoufſhble for 
any one Truth to contradict another. . 

Upon which grounds, I here ask our Author, Is it a 
Contradiction for One God to be One Infinite Mind,or Spi- 
rit, and to be alſo Three lnfrnite Minds, or Spirits ? If he 
grant this (as I have proved it, whether he does or no) 
then I ask him 1n the next place, Whether it be a Pre- 
poſition. truc in. Natural Reaſon, [ {hat God js one Infinite 
Mind, or Spirit ? |] If he.grants this alſo, then I infer, 
Thar it cannot be proved true from Revelation, | That 
God 3s Three Infinite Minds,:or Spirits, | ſince the certain 
Truth of the firſt Propoſition ſuppoſed and admitted 


muſt needs diſprove the Truth of that Revelatioz,which 


pretends to. eſtabliſh the ſecond... 
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' But ſome again may perhaps ask, Suppoſe it were re- 
- vealed in expreſs Terms, [ That God 3s Three diftin@ Inj.- 
nite Minds, or Spirits, | would you n this caſe throw a- 
ſide this Revelation in ſubmiſſion to the former Propofj- 
tion declared by Natural Reaſon? I Anſwer, No: But 
if the Revelation were expreſs and undeniable, I would 
adhere to it; but at the ſame time, while I did fo, I 
would quit the former Propoſition, and conclude, That 
Natural Reaſon had not diſcourſed right when it con- 
cluded, That God was one Infinite Mind, or Sfirit : But 
to hold both Propoſitions to be True, and to aſſent to 
them both as ſuch, This the Mind of Man can never 
do. | | 

Sothat, ina word, Iconclude, That if it be certain- 
ly true from Reaſon, That God is one Infinite Mind, or 
Spirit, No Revelation can, or ought to be pleaded, 
That he js Three diftin& Infinite Minds, or Spirits: And if 
Revelation cannot, or ought not to be pleaded for it, 
I am ſure, we have no ground to believe it. And yet at 
the ſame timeI own and aſlert a Revelation of the truth 
of this Propoſition,| That God is Three Perſons ]or,which 
is all one, | That God is Father, Son, and Holy Gho', || 
ſinceit doesnot at all contraditt the forementioned Pro- 
poſitions founded upon Natural Reaſon, | viz. That God 
zs One Infinite Mind, or Spirit, | nor couldit yet ever be 
proved todoſo, either by Arians, or Sociniars. But 
on the contrary, theſe two Propoſitions, viz. | God is 
One Infinite Mind.or Spirit |and that other, | God is Three 
diſtin® Infinite Minds or Spirits (which he muſt be.if the 
Three Divine Perſons are Three diftint Infinite Winds,or 
Spirits) are Groſs, Palpable, and Irreconcileable Con- 
tradictions. And becauſe they are ſo, itis demonſtra- 
tively certain, That the ſaid Three Perſons are not Three 
dilinF Infaite Minds, or Spirits : Asthis Author againſt 
62,3 all 
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all Principles of Philoſophy and Divinity has moſt er- 
roneoully affirmed them to be. | 


I have ſaid enough, I hope, upon this Subje&, But. 


before I quitit, it will not be amiſs to obſerve what 
work this Man makes with the Perſoz; of the Bleſſed 
Trinity.Casindeed he ſeldom almoſt turns his Pen, but he 
givesſ{ome ſcurvy ſtroke atit or other,) particularly in 


Page 89. he affirms, That the Expreſlion of [the One 


true God, and the only true God | cannot properly be attri- 
buted tothe Son, nor tothe Holy Gho/tP. From whence I 
infer, That then neither can thg Expreſlion of | God, or 
the True God | be properly attributed to the Sox, or to 
the Holy Gho?. Foraſinuch as the Terms | oxe-God] 
and [ One True God, or one only True God ]are equivalent, 


The Term [ One God] including in it every whit as 


much asthe Term | Oe True God, or Oneonly True God] 
and the Term -| Ore True God, or One only True God] in- 
cluding in it no more than the Term [| OzeGod; | and 
conſequently if he 'afſerts, That theſe Terms cannot 
with equal Propriety be attributed to,and predicated of 


the Sox and the Holy Gho/?, we have him both Ariaz : 


and Macedonian together 1n this Afſertion. 

And I believe his Adverſary the Author of the Notes 
could hardly have deſired a greater Advantage againſt 
him, than his calling it (as he does) a Corruption of the 


Athanaſian Creed, to joyn the Term [ Ore True God | to 


every Perſon of the Trinity; adding withal, That upon 
the doing ſo, it would ſound pretty like aContradiFion to 
ſay in the cloſe | That there was but One True God. | Theſe 


are our Author's words, but much fitter to have pro-. 


ceeded from a Socinian,thanfrom one profeſling a belief, 
and (which is more) 4 defence of the Trinity. But in 


: anſwer to them, I tell him, That the repeated Attribu- . 


tion of [ The One True God,or Only True God to each of 
| | the. 
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the Three Perſons is noCorruption of that Creed at all, 
Foraſmuch as theſe Terms [ The One True God, and the 
only True God] import, an Attribute purely Effential,and 
ſo equally, and in Common belonging to allthe Three 
Perſons, and not an Attribute properly Perſonal, and ſo 
appropriate to ſomeone or other of the ſaid Perſozs.And 
it this Author would have duly diſtinguiſhed between 
Effential and Perſonal Attributes, he could not have diſ- 
courſed of theſe Matters atio odd a rate, as here he docs. 
And therefore I deny it to be any Contradition (let it 
found in his Ears how ax will) to conclude, That the 
ſaid Three Perſons (notwithſtanding this Repetition) 
are not Three True Gods, but only One True God. But he 
ſays, That ſuch a Repeated Application implies as if each 
Perſon conſidered as diſtinguiſhed and ſeparated from the other 
were the One TrueGod, To whichTI Anſwer, 


I. That to imply as if a thing were ſo, and to imply 
that really it 3s ſo, makes a very great difference in the 
caſe; indeed ſo great, that this Author muſt not think 
from words implying only the former to conclude the 
latter 3 which yet muſt be done, or what he here alledges 
1s nothing to his purpoſe. But 


2. I Anſwer yet farther, That the forementioned 
words do indeed imply, and (which is more) plainly 
declare, That the Three Perſos who are ſaid to be [ the 
One, or only True God ] are, while they ſuſtain that Attri- 
bute, really diſtin& from one another, but it does not 
imply, That this 1s ſaid of them under that peculiar For- 
mality, as they are diſtinF, and much leſs, as ſeparated ; 
which latter they neither are, nor can be. The truthis, 
whathe has ſaid againſt the repeated Application of rhis 
Term toevery one of the Three Perſons,may be equally 


objected 
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objected againſt all the repeatedPredicationsin the 4rha- 
aſran Creed; but to as little purpoſe, one asthe other ; 
ſince, albeit all theſe Predications do agree to Perſors 
really diſtin 7, yetthey agree not to them under that for- 
mal and preciſe conſideration 2s diſtint :For nothing but 
their reſpeCtive Perſonal Relations agree to themunder 
that Capacity; and this effeQually clears off this ob- 


jection. 
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But here I cannot but wonder, that this Man ſhould. 


jumble together theſe two Terms [ diſtingniſhed and /c- 
parated] as he does twice here in the compaſs of eight 
Linesz when the ſignification of them, as applyed 
tothe Three Divine Perſors,1s ſo vaſtly different, that 
one of theſe Terms | viz. diſtinguiſhed] neceſſarily be- 
longs to them, and the other which 1s | ſeparated] neither 
does nor can take place amongft them: Nay, and 
whenthisAuthor himſelf has ſo earneſtly and trequently 
contended forthe difference of them ; asall along aflert- 
ing the diſtin tion of Perſons, and as often denying 
their ſeparation. 

But he proceeds, and ſays, That this Expreſſion of 
[ The One | or only] True God ] is never (that he knows of ) 
attributed to Son, or Holy Ghoſt, either in Scripture, or 
any Catholick Writer. Which words, methinks, ( as I can- 
not but obſerve again) do not look, as if a Man were 
Writing againſt the Socinians Nevertheleſs admitting 
the Truth of his Allegation, That this Term | the One 
True God | js not to be found expreſly attributed to the Son, 
or the Holy Ghoſt, will he inter from hence, that there- 
fore it neither can, nor ought to be ſo? For if that be 
attributed to them Both in Scripture and Catholick Wri- 
ters, which neceſlarily and <flentially unplys[ The Ore 
True God] and does, and mult fignifie the very ſame 


Thing, is it not all one, as if i» Terminzs it had been 
aſcribed 


2d 
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aſcribed tothem? Doubtleſs there are ſeveraluther Ex- 
preſſions in the Athanaſrar Creed,as hardly (as this) to 
be found elſewhere : However, the Thing bcing certain 
from other words equivalent, this exception 1s of no 
force at all 5 nor by any one, who underſtands theie 
Matters, is, or ought to be accounted fo; and much 
leſs can I ſeeto what end 1t ſhould beinſiſted upon by 
any one, while he is cncountring the Socinians: And 
therefore, whereas he ſays, This Attribute, or Title, 
Diz., | TheOne True God cannot ſoproperly be aſcribed to 
any one Perſon, but only to the Father; (whom, he tells 
us, the Fathers call the Fountain of the Deity) what 
he here deſigns by the words ſo properly (which ſeem to 
import degrees of Propriety) I cannot well tell : But 
this T ask, in ſhort, May it be properly attributed 70 
the Son, and to the Holy Ghoſt, or may it not? If not ; 
then they are not properly | The Oze True God nor con- 
ſequently arethey properly [ The True God: For what» 
loever any oneproperlz is, that he may be properly ſaid to 
e, | 
And as for [| the Father's being the Fountain of the 
Deity, I hope he looks upon this Expreſſion only as Me- 
taphorical, and ſuch as ought not to be ſtretched to the 
utmoſt of its Native Sence,for tear the Conſequences of 
it may engage him too far, to beable to make anhand- 
ſome Retreat; whichl aſſure hun, 1f he does not take 
heed, they certainly will. But, in a word, I demand 
of him, Whether | the Father's being the Fountain of 
Deity} does appropriate and reſtrain the Thing expreſ- 
ſed by the [ One True God | to the Father in contra-di- 
ſtin&1on to the other Two Perſozs, or not? If it does, 
then the ſame Abſurdity recurs,viz.[ That neither zs the 
Sor, nor the Holy Ghoſt, the One True God] and con- 
{equently, neither ſimply, really and eſſentially [ God.] 
But 
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But on the other fide, if| the Father's being the Fountain 
of the Deity | docs not appropriate the Thing ſignified 
by [the One True God] to the Father, then it leaves it 
common to the other Two Perſons with Himſelf.and to 
cach of them. And whatſoever 1s ſo, may with the 
ſame Propriety and Truth of Speech be aſcribed to,and 
affirmed of them, as it is often aſcribed to, and affirmed 
of the Father Himſelf. The Truth is, this Man's ad- 
venturousand unwary way of exprefling himſelfin this 
ſacred and arduous Subject (to give itno worſe word, 
whatſoever it may deſerve) affordsthe Arians and Soci- 
7iansno ſmall Advantages againſt this Doctrine; ſhould 
it ſtand upon the ſtrength of His Deftence,as (thanks be 
to God) it does not. | 
But I muſt not here omit that Paſlage, which, in the 
former part of thisChapter,I pronuſed more particularly 
to conſider 3 a Paſſage,which indeed looks fomething 
ſtrangely. It 1s that in P. 258. [ze 27. where he tells us, 
that he allows, That iz the Bleſſed Irinity there are Three 
Holy Spirits, but denys, That there are Three Holy Ghoſts; 
ſo naturalis it for falſe Opinions to force Men to abſurd 
Expreſſions.But my Anſwer to him is ſhort and poſitive, 
That neither are there Three Holy Spirits nor Three Holy 
Ghoſts in the Bleſſed Trinityin any ſenſe properly belong- 
ing to theſe words. However, the Thing meant by 
him (ſo far as 1t 15 reducible to Truth and Reaſon) is, 
and muſt be this, vis. That when the Third Pero 
of the Trinity is called the Holy Ghoſt, there the word 
Holy Ghoſt (which otherwiſe fignifics the ſame with 
Foly Spirit ) muſt be taken Perſonally, and conſe- 
quently Incommunicably ; but when the Father, or Sor, 
is ſaid to be a Spirit, or Holy Spirit, there Spirit muſt 
be unicritood Effentially, for that Immaterial, Spiri- 
tal, and Divine Nature, which 1s common to, and 
SY Predicable 
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Predicable of all the Divine Perſons. All which is 
moſt true. But then, for this very Reaſon, I muſt tell 
our Author withal, That as Holy Ghoſt taken Perſonally 
is but Nzwerically one 3, ſo Spirit, or Holy Spirit, as it is 
underſtood Eſſentially, is but Namerically onetoo. And 
therefore, though the Father may be called a Spirit, or 
Holy Spirit, and the two other Perſors may each of them 
be called ſolikewiſe,yet they arc not therefore Tkree di- 


flin& Spirits, or Holy Spirits, nor can betruly ſocalled 
(asthis Author pretends they ought to -be,and we have 


{ufficiently diſproved )but they are all one and the ſame 
Holy Spirit Eſſentially taken 5 and which ſo taken, is as 
much as 0-2 ard the ſameGod, And moreover, though 
Spirit underſtood Perſonally diftinguiſhes the Third Per- 


ſor from the other two, yet taken Eſſentially, it ſpeaks 


him oze and the ſame Spirit, as well as oze and the ſame 
God with them, and can by no means diſtinguiſh him 
from them, any more than the Divize Eſſence, or Nature, 
(which Spzrzt 1n this ſence, 1s only another word for) 
can diſcriminate the Three Perſons from one another. So 
that upon the whole Matter, it 1s- equally falſe and im- 
poſſible, That in the Blefed Trinity there ſhould be 
Three Holy Spirits, or Holy Ghoſts, (Terms perfe&ty 
Synonymous) either upona Perſozal, or an Eſſential ac- 
count; and conſequently that there ſhould be ſo at all. 
For, asthe. word Spirit importsa peculiar Mode of $b- 
fiſtence, by way of Spiration from the Father and the 

07, ſoit 18 Perſonal and Incommunicable ;, but as it im- 
ports the [zzmaterial Subſtance of the Deity, ſo indeed (as 
being the ſame with the Det it ſelf ) it isequally Com- 
mon to all the Three Perſons ; but ſtill, for all that, re- 
mains Numerically one and nomore; agsall muſt acknow-- 
ledge the Deity to be.And this is the true ſtate of the 
Caſe.But.to ſtate the difference between the Holy Ghoſt, 


and 
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and the other Two Perſons, upon ſomething ſignified 
by Holy Ghoſt, which 1s not ſignified by Holy Spirit, 
(as the words of this Author manifeſtly do; while he 
affirms Three Holy Spirits, but denies Three Holy Ghoſts) 
this 15 not only a playing with words (which he pretends 
to ſcorn) but a taking of words for things 5 which, Iam 
ſure, is very ridiculous, | 
And now, before I conclude this Chapter, (having a 
Debt upon medeclared at the beginning of it) I leave 
it to the Impartial and Diſcreet Reader to judge, what 
1s. to be thought or ſaid of that Man, who in ſuch an 
Inſolent, Decretorious manner, ſhall in ſuch a point as 
this before us, charge Noxjerſe and Hereſre, (two very 
vile words) upon all that Subſcribe not to this his New 
(and before unhcard of ) Opinion. I mult profels, Ine- 
ver met with the like 1n any Suber Author, and hardly 
inthe moſt LicentiousLibeller : The Nature of the Sub- 
Ject, I have, according tomy poor Abilities, diſcuſſed, 
and finding my ſelf thereupon extremely to diflent from 
this Author, am yet by no means willing: to paſs for a 
Nonſenfical Heretick for my pains. For muſt it be Non- 
ſence not to own Contradictions? viz. That Oneinfnite 
Spirit 3s Three diſtin@ Infinite Spirits? Or muſt it be 
Hereſienot to Subſcribe to Tritheiſme, as the beſt and 
moſt OrthodoxExplication of the Article ofthe 7r:nity? 
As for Non-ſence, 1t muſt certainly imply the aſſerting of 
ſomething for true concerning the Subject diſcourſed of, 
which yet in truth is contradictory to it (fince there 
can be no Non-ſence but what contradictsſome Truth.) 
And whereas this Author has elſewhere, viz. P. 4. de- 
clared it unreaſonable to charge a contradiFion in any 
Thing, where the Nature of the Thing diſcourſed of is not 
throughly comprehended and underſtood, I defire toknow 
of him, whether hethroughly underſtandsand —_——_— 
hends . 


' 
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hendsthe Article and Myſtery of the Trinity? It he ſays, 
he does, I need no other Demonſtration of his unfitneſ; 
to write about it. But if he,owns that he does not, 
let hmm only ſtick to his own Rule, and then he may 
keep the Charge of Nox-ſenſe to himſelf. 

But what ſhall we ſay to the Charge of Hereſie, (in 
which St. Auſtin would have no Perſon, who is ſo charg- 
ed to beſilent? ) Why, in the firſt place we muſt ſearch 
and enquire, whether it be fo, or no? And here, ifmy 
Life lay upon it, I cannot find either in lrenexs adverſys 
Hereſes, or in Tertullian's Preſcriptions contra Hereticos, 
Cap. 49. Nor in Philaſtrizs's Catalogue, nor in Epipha- 
7115, nor in St. Auſtin, nor in Theodoret, nor in Johannes 
Damaſcenuss Book de Hereſihns; nor in the latier Eereſt- 
ologiſts, ſuch as Alphonſirs a Caſtro & Prateolus, with ſeve- 
ral others: I cannot, I fay, find in all, or in any one of 
theſe the Hereſie of ot aſſerting the 1hree Perſons of the 
Bleſſed Trinity to be Three diſtin Infnite Minds. or Spi- 
rits 5 no, nor yet the Hereſie of denying them to be ſo. 
But where then may we find it? Why, in this Author's 
Book. And therefore look no further 3 it is enough, 
that ſo great a Maſter has ſaid it z whoſe Authority in 
ſaying a Thing, 1s as good as another Man's in proy- 
ing it, at any time : And he ſays it (as we ſee) poſi- 
tively, and perhaps (if need be) will be ready to take 
his Corporal Oath upon it, That ſuch as deny his Hy- 
potheſis are Hereticks. 

Now 1n this caſe our Condition 1s, in good earneſt, ve- 
ry ſad ; andT know nothing to comfort us, but that the 
Statute de Heretico comburendo is Repealed. And well 
15 it for the Poor Clergy and Church of Ergland, that it 
1s ſo; for otherwiſe this Man would have kindled ſuch a 
Fire for them, as would have torrifted them with a ven- 
geance. But as he has ſtocked the Church with ſach 

plenty 
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plenty of New Hereticks (and all of his own making) ſo 
could he, by a ſway of Power, as Arbitrary as his Divi- 
7ity, provide for themalſo ſuch a Furnace as that of Ne- 
buchadnezzar (whom 1n his Imperious Meen and Hu. 
mour he ſo much reſembles) yet he muſt not think * 
That the Sound and Jingle of Self-Conſciouſneſs and Mu> 
tual_Conſciouſneſs ( how neiouly ſoever they may 
tinkle in his own Ears_) wil ever be able to Charm Me 
over to the Worſhipof his Ido! 5 or make them Sacrifice 
their Reaſon and Religion either to Him, or to the New 
Notions which he has ſet up. And indeed I cannot bur 
here further declare,that to me it ſeems one of the moſt 
prepoſterousand unreaſonable thingsin Nature,for any 
one firſt toaflert Three Gods, and when he has ſo wel 
furniſhed the World with Deities, to expect that all 
Mankind ſhould fall down and Worſhip Hi. 


CHAP. 
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dn which 5C onſidered, What this Author pretend's 


to from the Authority of the Fathers and 
School men, in behalf of his Hypotheſis ; 
and ſhewn,in the firſt place, That neither do the 
Fathers own the Three Divine Perſons ro be 
Three Diftint Infinite Minds . nor Selt- 


Conſciouſneſs ro be the Formal Rcealon of 
their Diſtinition. 


] Have in the foregoing Chapters debated the Point 
with this Author, upon the Reaſon and Nature of 
the Thing it ſelf. But that 1s not all, which he pre- 
tends to defend his Cauſe by ; endeavouring to coun- 
tenance it alſo with great Authorities ; ' and that in 
theſe poſitive and remarkable words. 

This is no New Notion (ſays he) but the conſtant Do- 
Frine both of the Fathers and the Schools, Page 101. 

Theſe are his very words; and I deſire the Reader 
carefully toconſider, and carry them along with him in 
his Memory. For as they are as politive, as Confi- 
dencecanmake them : ſo if they are not made good to 
the utmoſt, they ought ſeverely to recoil upon any 
one, who ſhall preſume to expreſs himſelf at ſuch a 
Rate. 


And 
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And now, that we may do him all the right that may 
be, The way to know, whether this Author's Hypo- 
theſis be the Conſtant Dodrine of the Fathers and 
Schools, is in the firſt place truly and fairly to ſer down, 
what this Author's Doctrine is, and wherein it does 
conſiſt ; as we ſhall declare, what the received Do- 
d&rine of the Fathers and Schools 1s, in our Eighth 
Chapter. 

Now we ſhall' find, That the whole Doctrine delj- 
vered by him concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, is compre 
hended under, and reducible to theſe four Heads. 


Firſt, That the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity, 
are Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 

Secondly, That Self-Conſciouſneſs is the Formal Rea- 
ſon of Perſonality ; and conſequently that each of the 
Divine Perſons is ſuch by a diſtint Self-Conſcionſneſs pro» 
perly and peculiarly belonging to him. 

Thirdly, That the Three Divine Perſons being thus 
diſtinguiſhed from one another by a di/tin# Self-Conſct- 
ouſneſs proper to each of them, are all United in one and 
the ſame Nature by one Mutual Conſciouſneſs Common 
to them all. And 

Fourthly and Laſtly, That a 7rinity in Unity, and an 
Unity in Trinity, by this Explication and Account given 
of it, is a very Plain, Eafie and Intelligible Notion. 


_ Theſe four Heads, or Particulars, I fay, contain in 
them a full and fair repreſentation of this Author's 
whole Hypotheſis concerning the Oeconomy ot the Bleſ- 
fed Trinity : And I am well aſſured, That the knowing 


and Impartial Reader, neither will, nor can deny, that 
they do ſo. 
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| In the next place therefore, that we may ſee how far 
our Author makes good all the ſaid Particulars by the 
Authority of the Fathers, as he has peremptorily promi- 
ſed.and undertook to do, I think it requiſite to conſider, 
how the Fathers expreſſed themſelves upon this Subject, 
and how this Author brings the ſaid Expreſſions to his 
purpoſe. For ſurely the natural way of knowing any 
Writer's Mind is by the Words and Expreſſions, which 
he pretends to deliver his Mind by. But concerning 
theſe we have our Author declaring, 
| Firſt, That he has not troubled his Reader with the 
ſgnification of Eſſence, Hypoſtaſis, Subſtance, Subjiſtence, 
Perſon, Exiſtence, Nature, &c. Pag. 101. and ſome of 
his Readers could give him a very good Reaſon why, 
though I fear too true for him to be pleaſed with. But 
the Reaſons which he'himſelf alledges for his not trou- 
bling his Readers either with theſe Terms, or the Ex- 
| plication of them, are, 
| Firſt, That they were very differently uſed by the Fathers 


E themſelves, Page 101. And beit ſo; yet {till for all thar, 
| aſed by them they were ; and that not ſo very differently 
neither ; the chief difference having been about the 
words #az and «z73zn, which yet was fairly accorded, 
and well nigh ſetled between the Greeks and the Latines, 
before the end of the 6th Century, as ſhall be further 
made to appear in our Eighth Chapter. And his next 
Reaſon for his not troubling his Reader (forſooth) with 
theſe Terms, is, Becauſe they have (as he tells us) wery 
much obſcured the Doftrine of the Trinity, inſtead of explains 
ing it, Page 101. which being one of the chief Things, 
which, he might conclude, would affuredly be difputed 
with Him ; for Him thus to prefune it, before he had 
proved it, is maniſeſtly to beg the Queſtion. In the 
mean time, certain it is, That theſe, and theſe only 

were 
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were the Terms which the Fathers uſed in their Diſputes 
about the Trinity, and by which they managed them ; 
and conſequently, were they never ſo Ambiguous, Faulty, 
or Improper, (as they are muchthe contrary) yer, who- 
ſoever will pretend to give the Sence of the Fathers, 
muſt have recourſe to them, and do it by them ; andto 
do otherwiſe, would be to diſpute at Rovers, or (as the 
word is) to ſpeak without Book ; which may much bet- 
ter become our Author in the Pulpit, than in the ma« 
nagement of ſuch a Controverſie. | 

And now let the Reader (whom he is ſo fearful of 
_ troubling with any Thing that is to the Purpoſe) judge, 

Whether this Man has not took a moſt extraordinary 
way of proving his Doctrine the very ſame with the Fathers. 
For neither -in the firſt place does he ſet down, what the 
Doctrine of the Fathers concerning the 7rinity was g 
which yet, one would have thought was abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary for the ſhewing how his own Doctrine agreed 
with it, which he profeſſed to be his deſign : Nor, in 
the next place, does he either «ſe, or regard, or offer to 
explain thoſe Terms, which the Fathers all along deli- 
vered that their DoQrine in ; but is ſo far from it, That 
he reproaches, explodes, and utterly rejeAs them, as ſerving 
only to obſcure this Doitrine, inſtead of explaining it : 
Which, in my poor Judgment, is ſuch a way ot pro- 
ving the Fathers on his fide, as perhaps the World never 
heard of before, and will be amazed at now. But it is 
his way, and it will not be long before we find him be- 
ſtowing a like caſt of his Kindneſs upon the School-mex 
t00. 

But ſince, notwithſtanding all this, He allows the 
Fathers ( good Men ) to have meant well, and taught 
right ; albeit, by reaſon of a certain Infelicity and Awk- 


wardneſs they had in repreſenting what they meant, by 
U 3 what 
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what they wrote, their meaning ought, by no means, to be 
gathered from their ow# words (as, poſlibly alſo for the 
introducing a new and Jaudable Cuſtom amongſt the Fa. 
thers and Sons of the Church, that the Soys muſt teach. 
the Fathers to ſpeak) our Author has, for theſe and the 
like Reaſons, in great Charity and Compaſſion to their 
Infirmities, provided two other and better words of his 
own Invention, viz. Self-Conſciouſneſs, and Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs, by which alone the True Senſe and_Do-. 
Qrine of the Fathers, in all their Writings about this 


'Article of the 7rinity, may, or can be underſtood. 


Nevertheleſs how kind ſoever this deſign of his may. 
be, yet to me it ſeems very unreaſonable. For, in the 
firſt place, it is, ( upon the moſt allowed grounds of 
Reaſon ) ajuſt, and a ſufficient Preſumption, that the 
Fathers were wholly Strangers to what our Author in- 
tends by theſe two words, tor that they never ſa much 
as mention, or make uſe of the words themſelves : 
Whereas, to be Self-Conſcious, and Mutually-Conſcious, 
were things (no doubt) eaſie enough, not only for the 
Fathers, but for any Manelſe of Common Senſe to find 
out and underſtand ; and they might alſo, without much 
difficulty, have been applyed to the Divine Nature, as 
wellas other Acts of Xnowledge ; and therefore ſince the 
Fathers never uſed them in this caſe, it 15. but too plain, 
that they never thought them fit, or proper for this pur- 
poſe. For the Arian Controverſie was then, viz, in 
the 4th: and 5th Centuries (in which alſo the moſt_Emi- 
nent of the Fathers wrote againſt it) at the Higheſt. 
Among which Writers, Gregory Nyſſe» ( whom this 
Author ſo often quotes) has a Paſſage, which in this - 
caſe, is to me very remarkable, and a Rational ground 
to conclude, that he knew nothing of Mutual-Conſcjouſ- 
xeſs, as it is here applyed by this Author. For thar, 

ſpeak-. 
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ſpeaking of the Unity of the Divine Perſons, in reſpeRX. 
of one Common (though Single) Nature, he expreſſes 
it by zow7T1; #47 T 82y, inſtead of which, certainly he 
could not have choſen a more appoſite and proper place 


to have expreſſed the ſame by a xow57us x4:72z 
7 our, had that Father had the ſame 
Notion of it, which this Author ſo much 


contends for. But it ſeems, he was either. 


leſs Happy, or more judicious in this Partt- 


m=—=ET$TF X77 a9 kev 
xorvemuTos mo 1dNaC cy Ky 
VOLT METWY AY NESTNS. 
Greg. Nyſlen.de ditieren- 
til 87las x) \oguoies. 
Tom. 2.P. 465. Edit. Pa- 


cular. And beſides all this, it is moſt wor- rif. 1615. 
thy to be Noted, That the very Terms in 

which the Orthodox Writers expreſſed themſelves about 
the Trinity, and whatſoever related to it, were ſeverely 
canvaſed and examined, and ſome of them ſettled by 
Councils ; which is a fair proof, that the ſaid Terms 
were fixed and authentick, and excluſive of. all others, 
and conſequently of thoſe of this Author, as well as of 


the Notion ſignified by, and couched under them, which 


he would here with ſuch Confidence obtrude upon the 


World, by and from the Credit of the Fathers, though 
their Writings demonſtrate, that they were wholly uncons-- 


cerned, both as to his Doctrines and his Expreſſions. 

Nor can any Want, or Penury. of words be here 
pleaded for.their, {ilence in this Matter, ſince the Greek 
being ſo happy, above all other Languages, in joyning 
and. compounding, words . together ; in all probability 
had the Fortunes of Greece (as the word is) been con- 
cerned in the cafe, we- might have heard of ſome ſuch 
words, as, a9 7oouurovns, and oor uwwdwns, Or ſince moſt 
ſuch words, as in Eg/iſþ terminate in -efs, uſually in 
the Greek terminate in -4;, poſſibly we might have met 
with ſome ſuch made-words, as ai725:v2dJdy5w:, and 
#oworu429Y74%, lince theſe do more properly import 
Conſciouſneſs than the former ; which rather ſignifie Se{- 


Conſcience 
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Conſcience and Mutual-Conſcience, and ſo in flricneſs of 
Speech, differ ſomething from the other. But he who 
ſeeks in the Greek Fathers for thele words, or any thing 
like them (as applyed to the 7rinity) may ſeek longer 
than his Eyes can fee. 

Nor will his Inqueſt ſucceed at all better amongſt the 
Latines: For although that Language be extremely leſs 
copious than the other, and ſo affords no one Latine 
wofd either for Self Conſciouſneſs, or Mutual Conſciouſ- 
eſs, but what we muſt firſt make, and being made would 
{ound very barbarouſly ; yet, no doubt, there were ways 
and words enough to have otherwiſe exprefted the ſame 
thing, had they found it the fitteſt and beſt Notion to 
have expreſſed this great Article by. But no ſuch thing 
or word occurs in any of their Writings. 

But why do I ſpeak of the Greek and Latine Fathers > 
When the very Schootmen, the boldeſt Framers and In- 
ventors of Words and Terms, of all others, where they 
think them neceſſary to expreſs their Conceptions by, 
notwithſtanding all their Quiddities, Hecceities, and Per- 
ſeities, and the like, have yet no word for Self-Conſciouſ- 
eſs and Mutual Conſciouſneſs: which is a fufficient De- 
monſtration, that either the thing it ſelf never came in- 
to their Heads; or (which is moſt likely) that they ne- 
ver thought it of any uſe for the explication of this My- 
ſtery, which yet they venture further at, than any other 
Writers whatſoever. 

But after all ; though this Author 1s very much con- 
cerned to ward off the charge of Novelty and Singula- 
rity from his Notions, (for which Icannot blame him ; 
this being a charge ſufficient to contound and cruſh any 
ſuch Notion applyed to ſo Sacred and received an Article 
as the Trinity) and for this cauſe is not a little deſirous 
to ſhelter it with the Authority of the Fathers ; yetT aſ- 

ſure 
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ſure the Reader, That he is no leſs careful and concerned 
to keep the Glory of the Invention wholly to himſelf, and 
would take it very ill cither of Fathers, School-men, or 
any one elſe, ſhould they offer to claim the leaſt ſhare in 
it, For he roundly tells us, That the Fathers were not ſo 
happy as to hit upon his way of explaining this Myſtery, Page 
126, Line 5. nay, and that, how right a Judgement ſoc- 
ver they might have of it, yet in down-right Terms, 
That they knew not how to explain it, Page 126. Line 18. 
which, I confeſs, is no ſmall Complement paſſed upon 
himſelf Ca thing which he is ſeldom or never failing in) 
but, in good earneſt, a very courſe one upon the Fa- 
thers. In ſhort, he would appropriate the Credz# of the 
New Invention entirely to himſelf, but with admirable, 
and more than Metaphy fical Abſtraftion, at the ſame 
time clear himſelf of the Novelty of zt ; and fo, in a word, 
prove it of at leaſt 12 or 13 hundred years ſtanding in 
the World ; when yet the Author of it was Born ſince 
Eonventicles began in England, as is well known. Bur 
I frankly yield him the Invention, as perfely his own ; 
and ſuch an one too, as he is more like to be known by, 
than ever admired for ; and ſo, much happineſs attend 
him with it. 


But as little ſucceſs as we have had in ſeeking for his. 


Darling, and peculiar Notion of Se!/f-Coxſciouſnefs and 
Mutual-Conſcionuſneſs, in the Ancient Writers of the 
Church, we are like to find no more 1n ſeeking for his 
other cqually eſpouſed Notion and Opinion there, v/z. 
That the Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity are Three 
diſtinit Infinite Minds, or Spirits : We find indeed the 
Terms ena, vat ou, Dima, woes uu, cc but 
not one Tittie of Te;z mw ug, Or Tis £32 except 
where &az (as I hinted before) is ſometimes uſed in the 
fame {enſe and ſignification with\\ytzza;, And in this 
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caſe ( IT am ſure ) no difficulty of framing Words, or 
Terms (as mighr poſſibly in ſome meaſure be pretend- 
ed in the Caſe of Self-Conſciouſneſs) can with any coluur 
of Reaſon be alledged for our not finding this Notion in 
the Fathers, had the thing it ſelf been ar all there. For 
can there be any words more Obvious, and Familiar 
than Te/z TW oz, Or Tei; Nos, in the Greek, or than 
Tres Spiritus, or Tres Mentes, in the Latine 2 But neither 
one nor the other are to be met with any where amongſt 
them, as applied to the Subject now before us. 

But in Anſwer to this, I expe that our Author will 
reply, That they are not the words [ Three di/tini Infi- 
nite Minds, or Spirits] or thoſe other [of Self-Conſciouſ- 
neſs and Mutual-Conſciouſueſs | but the things meant and 
ſignified by them, which he affirms to be' found in the 
Fathers. But this 15 the very thing which I inſiſt upon 
againſt him, viz. That the Non-uſage of theſe words, 
(nor any other equivalent tothem) in the Works of thoſe 
Ancient Writers, (while they were 1o particularly, and 
nicely diſputing this Matter) is a ſolid Argumenr, That 
neither are the things themſelves there. For that ail thoſe 
Great and Acute Men ſhould mean the very tame thing 
with this Author, and not one of them ever light upon 
the ſame words, is not rationally to be imagined. For 
What Reaſon can be given of this? Was either the 
Thing it ſelf (as I noted before ) of ſuch deep, or ſub- 
lime Speculation, as not to be reached by them 2 Or the 
Language, they wrote in, too ſcanty to expreſs their Spe- 
culations by? Or can we think that the Fathers wrote 
Things without Words, as ſome do but too often write 
Words without Things 2 So that to me it is evident to a 


_ Demonſtration, That the Fathers never judged, nor held 


in this Matter, as this Author pretends they did: And 
beſides all this, there is yet one Conſideration more, and 
| that 


CHareTtEeR YI, 

that of greater weight with me, than all that has been, 
or can be objected againſt this Man's pretenſions, viz. 
That it ſeems to me, and I queſtion not but to all So- 
ber Perſonselſe, (and that upon good reaſon ) wholly 
unſuteable to the wiſe and good Method of God's Provi- 
dence, That a clear Diſcovery of ſucha Principal My ſte- 
ry of the Chriſtzan Religion, as the Trinity is, ſhould now 
at leogth be owing tothe Invention, or lucky Hit of any 
one Man's ſingle Mind, or Fancy ; which ſo many Pi- 
ous, Humble, as well as Excellently Learned Perſons, 
with long and tedious ſearch, and the hardeſt ſtudy, 
(and thele, no doubt, joyned with frequent and fervent 
Prayers to God, to enlighten and dire them in that 
ſearch) have been continually breathing after, but could 
never attain to for above Sixteen Hundred Years toge- 
ther. This, I freely own and declare, That I judge it 
morally impoſlible for any ſerious, thinking Perſon, ever 
to bring himſelf to the belief of'; and much leſs for any 
one, not intoxicated with intolerable Pride, to arrogate 
to Himſelf, To which ſort of Perſons God never reveals 
any thing extraordinary for the good of the World, or 
of themſelves either. 

But, ſince I am. now upon Diſputation, which 
has its proper Laws, and that this Author may have 
no ground of Exception, I will proceed to examine 
his Quotations out of the Fathers, and try whether his 
Hypothe/its may be found there, where it is certain, that 
we can find none of his Terms. 

And here, he firſt begins with the Diſtin&tion of the 
Divine Perſons, where I muit remind him, That it is 
not the bare proving a Di/tinition of Perſons, ( which 
nore, who acknowledges a 7rinity, either doubts of, or 
much leſs denies) which will here ſerve his turn; but 
He mnit prove alſo, That they ttand dillinguithed as 

» Three 
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Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits, and that this Di- 
ſtintion is owing to Three di/tini Self-Conſciouſneſſes 
belonging tothem ; otherwiſe all his Proofs. will tall be- 
ſide his Zypotheſts. 

This premiſed, I will confider what he alledges. And 
in the firſt place he poſitively tells us, Page 101. That no 
Man who acknowledges a Trinity of Perſons, ever denied, 
That the Son and Holy Spirit were Intelligent Minds, or 
Beings. To which I Anſwer, 

Firſt, That it is not ſufficient for him, who advances a 
Controverted Propoſition, that none can be produced, 
who before denied it ; but it lies upon him the Advancer 
of it, to produce ſome who have affirmed it. Foraf- 
much as a bare non-denial of a Thing, never before af- 
firmed, can of it ſelf neither prove nor diſprove any 
Thing. But 

Secondly, I Anſwer further, That if none of the An- 
cient Writers did ever, in expreſs Terms, deny this, it 
was becauſe none had before in expreſs Terms aſlerted 
it. But thenlI add alſo, That the Ancients haveexpreſly 
aſſerted that, which irrefragably inferrs a Negation of 
the ſaid Propoſition : For they have affirmed, That the 
Son and Holy Spirit are one ſingle Intelligent Mind, and 
conſequently that being ſo, they cannot poſſibly be wore. 
And this is a full Anſwer to this forry ſhift ; for an Ar- 
gument, I am ſure, it deſerves not to be called. 

But he proceeds from Negatives to Poſitives, and tells 
us, Page 101. That its the Conſtant Language of the Fa- 
thers (jor it ſeems he has read them all) 7hat the Son 
is the Subſtantial Word and Wiſdom of the Father, and 
that this can be nothing elſe, but to ſay, That he is an Tntel- 
ligent Being, or Infinite Mind. And he is ſo, I confeſs. 
But does this inferr, That He is therefore a diſtin Intel- 
ligent Mind, or Being from the Father 2 This we deny, 

-. and 
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and it is the very Thing, which he ought to prove. And 
it is not come to that paſs yet, that we ſhould take his 
bare affirmation for a Proof of what he affirms. | 

He comes now to Particulars, and tells us, That Gye- 
gory Nyſſez (though, fince he neither mentions Book nor 
Page, this ought not to paſs for a Quotation) calls the 
Son yoeegy Ti ypipe, Which this Author renders Mzzd, or 
Intelleft : And I will not deny, but that in may, by con- 
ſequence, import ſo much ; but I am ſure it does not by 
dire& Signification. Nogepy mt yprue, ſignifies proper- 
Pk Res quedam Intellettuairs, or lmelletiu predita; And 

INC 


e nothing is ſo, but a Mzzd, or Spirit, it may (as I. 


have ſaid) imply a 7-4, but it does not direQly ſignifi 
it. But admitting that it does both ; does this expreſſion 
prove, That the Son is a yorepy T1 oyprue, diſtind from 
the Father ? By no means: ror nor only the So, but 
the Father may be called, Nozegy ti xpapa, and the Holy 
Ghoſt, Nozepr m1 opha, aud yet they are not Three 
Nozeg xpruale, bu! i vorepy xpnue. And the Reaſon 
of this 15, becauie Note» xpnpe, 15 an Eſſential Attribute 
following the Divize 1Va:ure, and therefore common to 
all the Three Per/ozs, and not a Perſonal Attribute pecu- 
liar to any one of them. So that granting the Sox to be 
as truly and properly yoeggy 71 yprpae, as this Author 
would have him, yet we aviolutely deny, That he is a 
diſtini# vozepy yphua, from the Father, And this Ex+ 
0—th I am ture, is far enough from proving. him to 
0. 

From Ayſſez, he paſles to St. Athanaſius, who (he 
tells us) obſerves out of theſe words of our Saviour, 
Tohn 10. 30. &ywxj ratrp £ eowyy that our Saviour.does 
not ſay, ys 4 TeThp & cps. Dut &y fopy, and that, by 
ſo ſpeakiny, ac gave us a perfett Duality of Perſons in 
the word eu}, and an Urity of Nature in the word - 
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All which is very true, and that this diſtinction of Per- 
{ons overthrows the Hereſie of Sabellius, and the Unity 
of their Nature, the Hereſie of Arius ; But then this 1s 
alſo as true, that all this is nothing at all to our Author's 
Purpoſe, For how does this prove, either that the 
. Three Divine Perſons are Three diſtinit Infinite Minas, or 
Spirits? Or, that Self-C ” 4G is the proper ground, 
or Reaſon of their diſtinction ? Why, yes, ({ays He) 
If the Father be an Eternal Mind and Wiſdom, then the Son 
is alſo an Eternal, but begotten Mind aud Wiſdom : Very 
true; but ſtill T deny, that it follows hence, That rhe 
_ Eternal Mind, or Wiſdom Begetting, and the Eternal + 
Mind, or Wiſdom Begotten, are Two diftinit Minas, or - 

Wiſdoms, but only ane and the ſame Mind, or Wiſdom, 
under theſe Two diſtinit Modifications of Begetting and be- 
ing Begot. 

But he pretends to explain and confirm his Notion of 
aditintt Mind, or Wiſdom, out of thoſe words of the 
Nizcene Creed, in which the Sor is- ſaid to be God of God, 
Light of Light, very God'of wery Crod.. 

By which words, I cannot imagine, how this Author 
thinks to ſerve his turn ; unleſs that by Light muſt be 
meant _ Wiſdom, or Infinitely Wiſe Mizd, and that 
this muſt alſo infer the Father and Soz to be T wo diſtinit 
_— Wiſe Minds, or Wiſdoms, one iſſuing from the 
other. 

But if fo, then the ſame words will, and muſt infer 
them alſo to be two diſtini# Gods, and very Gods : For all 
theſe words ftand- upon the ſame level in the ſame Sen- 
tence ; and then, if we do but joyn the Term [Diſtin(t] 
equally with every one. of them, we ſhall ſee. whar 

0 


rous Blaſphemous Stuff will be drawn out of this 
Creed.. | | 
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In the mean time let this Author know once for all, 
That Light of Light imports not here Two d:3tintÞ L = 


/ 
ting, 
viz, either by and from zt ſelf,as it does in the Father,or of 
and from another,as it does 2» the Sox. All which is plain- 

ly and fully imported in and by the Particle [ of ] figni- 
fing properly (as here applyed) Derivation, or Commu- 
zicatioz 1n the thing whichirt is applyed to. And this is 
the clear undoubted ſenſe of the Word, as it is uſed here. 

In the mean time, I hope the Ar/azs and Socintans will 
joyn in a Letter of Thanks to this Author, for making 
ſuch an Inference from the Nicene Creed. | 

In the next place, he comes to St. Auſtiz; where, 
though IT am equally at a loſs to find how he proves his 
Point by him, any more than by thoſe whom he has al- 


but one Infinite Light under Two different ways of Subſt 


ready produced ; yet I will tranſcribe the whole Quota- Wz 72- 


tion into the Margin, that ſo both the Reader may have 


it under his Eye, and the Author have no cauſe to coms- git, ut di- 


plain, that he is not fairly dealt with.. 


eſſe ſapientem niti habendo ſapientiam quam genuit , non exiſtendo per ſe pater ſapi- 
entia, Deinde fi ita eft, Filins quoque ipſe, ficut dicitur, Deus de Deo, Lumen de Lu- 
mine, videndum eft utrum poſit Sapientia de Sapientia dici , fi non eft Deus pater ipfa 
{apientia, ſed tantim Genitor ſapientixz. Quod fi. tenemus , cur non & magnitudinis 
ſuz, & bonitatis, & #cernitatis, & omnipotentiz ſuz Generator fit ? ut non ipſe ſit ſua. 
magnitudo, & ſua bonitas, & ſua #ternitas, & ſua Omnipotentia, ſed ei magnitudine' 
magnus fit, quam genuit, & ea bonitate bonus, &c, Aug. Tom.3. Lib. 6. de Trinitate.: 


Now that which he would infer from thence, ſeems 
to be this, That God the Father is Infinitely Wiſe, by a 
Wiſdom of his own, diſtin from that Wiſdom by 
which the Soz is called The Wiſdom. of the Father ;. and 
coniequently, tiat they are Two diſtintt Infinite Wiſdoms, 
or Infinitely Wiſe M:nds. This, I ſay, is that which he 


would inferr, and argue from St. 4þ##in,. or I know not: 


what elſe it can be.. 
But: 
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But this is by no means deducible from his words : for 
the Father is wiſe by one and the ſame Infinite Wiſdom 
equally belonging both to the Father and the %pz,, bur 
not by it under that peculiar Formality,' as it belongs to 
the Son, For'it belongs to the Son, as Communicated to 
Him; whereas it belongs to the Father , as Originally in 
and from Himſelf. CEE, 

And whereas it is obje&ted , That if the Father ſhould 
be Wiſe by the Wiſdom which he Begot, then he could not be 
faid to be Wiſe by a Wiſdom of his own, but only by a Begot= 
ten Wiſdom proper to the Son. IT Anſwer, That neither 
does this follow ; ſince it is but one and the ſame Efſe- 
tial Wiſdom in both, viz. in him who Begets, and in 
him who is Begotten : Though [as] zt is i» him who is 
Begotten,it is not after the ſame way in Him who Begets : 
So that it is this determining Particle [as, or Quarenrms] 
which by importing a diſtinQtion of the a-zer, cauſes a 
quite different application of the Term,while the Thing 
1s ſtill the ſame. For the Father himſelf is not denomina- 
ted Wiſe , even by that very Wiſdom that is Eſſeztial to 
Him, conſidered as Perſonally determined to the Sor; for 
ſo it muſt be conſidered as Derived and Communicated, 
and no Divine Perfeftion can agree to the Father under 
the Formal Conſideration of [ Derived andCommunicated] 
albeit the Thing it ſelf , which is Derived and Communi- 
cated, abſolutely conſidered, may and does. In a word, 
the Father is Wiſe by one and the ſame Wiſdom, which 
is both in himſelfand in his 'Son, but not by it, as z# zs 
in the Son. | 

But, by the way , it 15 worth obſerving, That this 
Man who here in the 102 and 103 Pages denies the: Fa- 
ther to be Wiſe by this Begotten Wiſdom, which the Son is 
here called (and which,in the Senſe we have now given 
of it,is very true) and alledges St. Auſt; and pgs to. 
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abett him in it. This very Man, I fay, Page 131. Line 
24. affirms, That the Son is that W3{dom and Knowledge, 
wherewith his Father knows himſelf: Where, If for the 
Father to be Wiſe and to know himſelf be formally the ſame 
Act, and as much the ſame as his Wiſdom and Xnow- 
| ledge cangbe, as it is manife!?, they are; then I leave it 
tothis Author to tell us, which of theſe two Aflertions 
is falte, for both of them, I am ſure, cannot be true: But 
he who makes nothing to contradidt himſelf within the 
compaſs of rwo or three Pages (and ſometimes as many 
Lines) may do it cam Privzlegio at the diſtance of near 
Thirty. 

And whereas it 15 urged again from the ſame place in 
St. Auſtin, That if we ſay the Father begets his own Wiſdom, 
we may as well ſay, That he Begets his own Goodxeſs, Great- 
neſs, Eternity, &Cc. 

I Anſwer, No doubt but we may ſay one as well as 
the other, but that in Truth and Propriety of Speech, 
we can ſay neither : For God cannot properly be faid zo 
beget Wiſdom, and much leſs his own Wiſdom, nor indeed 
any of his other Attributes, or PerfeQ1ons Eſſentially ta- 
ken and conſidered ; he may indeed be faid to Commu- 
nicate them, and by ſuch Commmnication to Beget a Son. 
But fill, though theſe are thus ſaid to be Communicated, 
it is the Perſon only, who is, or can be properly faid to 
be Begotten. 

But our Author tells us, Page 103. out of the next 
Chapter of St. Auſtin (the words of which he thould have 
done well to have quoted) that he there calls God the 
Father, Sapientia Ingenita, and the Son, Sapientia Genita, 
and are not theſe Two diſtin Infinite Wiſdoms 2 

I Anſwer, No : For that the Wiſdom here ſpoken of, is 
not taken Abſolutely and Eſſentially, but only Perſonally : 


That is, for Wiſdom under two ſeveral —_ 
which 
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which Modifications, though they diverfifie and diſtin- 
guifh the Thing they belong to, vet do not multiply it. 
For ſtill it is one and the fame Wiſdrm, which is both 
Genita and Tngenita, though 2s Zt 7s one, 1t 1s not the 
other. Sapientia, or Wiſdom, conſidered 4b/o/ately and 
Eſentially in it ſelf, belongs in Common to all the Three 
Perſo:s ; but with the Term Genita, or [ngenÞa joyned 


with it, it imports a peculiar Mode of Sub/iftence, which 


determines it toa particular Perſonality : So that Sapien- 
tia quatenus Genita properly and only denotes the Per- 
ſon of the Son. In like manner when the 7hird Perſon 
of the 7rinity is called the Spirit, the Term Spzrit is 
not there taken Eſſentially for that Infinite Immaterial, In- 
corporeal Nature, Abſolutely conſidered (for ſoit is com- 
mon to all the Three Ferſons) but for that Infinite Tncor- 
poreal Nature, uatenus procedens aut ſpirata, and under 
that peculiar Mode of Sub/i/tence, it belongs not to the 
other Two Perſons, but {tands appropriate only 0 the 
Third, Nevertheleſs this makes them not Three diſtin? 
Infinite Spirits (as we havealready ſhewn) but only one 
Tafinite Spirit under Three diſtint Modalities. Accord- 
ingly, when the Soz is here called the Wiſdom of the Fa- 
ther, that very Term [of the Father] imports a Modifi- 
cation of it peculiar to the Sox, but yet this Modificati- 
on does not make it another Wiſdom, from that which is 
in the Father; ſince one and the ſame W:/dow may ſu- 
Rain ſeveral determining Modes. 

Our Author's next Quotation is out of Peter Lombard, 
Page 103. whom (for the Credit of what he Quotes 
from him) he ſtyles the Oracle of the Schools (though he, 
who ſhall read Lambertus Denzus upon the firſt Book of 
his Sentences, will quickly find what a Doughty Oracle 
he is.) The Paſlage quoted, proceeds upon the fame 
Notion which we find in the foregoing Citation out of 

| St. Auſtin, 
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St. Auſtin, whom he alſo alledges for it. Nevertheleſs, 

I ſhall Tranſcribe this alſo, as I did the other, both 

for the Choice Stuff contained in it, as alſo that the 

Reader may have it before him, and thereby ſee, what — Se 

uſe ofir Author is able to make of it for his purpoſe. _ Toie. 
That 

Father ſhould be wiſe only by the Wiſdom he begets] quia fi hoc eſt ibi eſſe quod —_— 


per illam ſapientiam quam genuit ſapiens dicirur Parer, alioquin non ipſfa ab illo ſed ille ab 
1psa eſt. Si enim ſapientia quam genuir cauſa eft ili ur ſapiens fir, etiam ur /it ipſa illt 
cauſa eſt ; quod fieri non poreſt nil gignendo eum aut faciendo : Sed nec generricem nec 
conditricem Patris ullo modo quiſquam dixerit Sapientiam. Quid enim inſanius ? &c. 
Lib. 1. Diſt, 32. Cap. 3. 


Firſt of all then, he tells us, 7hat in God to be, anfto 
beWiſe, z the ſame thing. And I grant it, with reſpect 
to the Abſolute Simplicity of the Divine Nature : bur, 
for all that, I muſt tell him, That zo Be, and to be Wiſe, 
fall under two formally diſtin& Conceptions, of which 
the former does not include the latter ; and that for this 
Reaſon, ſuch as treat Scholaſtically of theſe Matters, 
do always allow a formal difference between them, and 
never treat of them, but as fo conſidered. And let me 
tell him alſo, that this conſideration looks yet ſome- 
thing further ; as inferring, That Things formally dis 
ſtint, muſt have formally diſtin&t Eftes ; fo that the 
formal Effe& of one cannot be aſcribed to the other. 
And moreover, that it is a very groſs Abſurdity to con- 
found the Formal Cauſe with the Efficient, and ſo, to ar- 

ue from one, as you would do from the other. 

Which Obſervations being thus laid down, let us ſec 
how this Man and his Oracle argue in the Caſe. Andit 
is thus. 

1f the Wiſdom which He [viz. God che Father] Begets, 
be the cauſe of his being wiſe, then it is the cauſe alſo of 
his very Being. 
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In Anſwer to which, I deny the Conſequence. For 
that Wiſdom is the caule -of one's being Wile only &y a 
forwal Eauſality, viz. by exiſting in Him, and affecting 
him in ſuch a particular way : and this 1t does withour. 
being the Cauſe alſo of his Exifexce, that being a Thing 
formally diſtin& from his Be/ag Wiſe : And therefore, 
though Wiſdom, Igrant, mutt pretuppoſe the Exiſtence 
of the Subje, where it has this Eite&t : Yer it does not 
formally caule it ; or rather indeed, tor this very reaſon, 
cannot poſlibly do fo. 

Bur he proceeds and argues further, viz. 7 hat ſ*ppoſrng 
the Wiſdom Begotren by the Father were the Cauſe both of his 
Being, and of his being Wiſe, then it muſt be ſo either by 
Begetting, or Creating him, (tor fo I Interpret Conditri- 
cem) but for one to ſay, That Wiſdom is any way the Be- 
getter, or Maker of the Father, would be the height of 
Madneſs. | | | 

It would be fo indeed. And fo on the other ſide to 
attempt to prove the Father and the Sox to be Two d4;- 
tin Infinite Minds by ſuch ſtrange, odd, uncouth No- 


tions as theſe, which St. Au/ti» himſelf ( particularly 


treating ofthem in his 7 and 15 Books de Trinitate) con- 
felles to be Cue/tiones inextricabiles, this, I ſay, (wWhat- 
ſoever may be the height of Madneſs ) is certainly not the 
height of Diſcretion. Nevertheleſs, as to the Argiiment 
it ſelf, I deny the Conſequence. And tiiat be-zuſe the 
Begetting, or any otherwiſe Producing a Thing imports 
a'Cauſe operating by a proper Efficiency, or Caufality ; 
whercas Wiſdom, being only the formal Cauſe of one's 
being ite, (as it would be no other, could it be the 
Cauie cf one's very Being alſo) operates on!y by an in- 
ternal, Improper Cauſality, viz. in a word, Wiſdom 
makes one Wije, as Whiteneſs makes a Thing. White, 
not by producing any Thing 1n him, but by Exiſting in 

| him, 
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him, and affeting him by it ſclf, aſter ſuch a certain 
manner, and thereby giving him ſuch a certain Deno- 
mination, 

Now from hence let any one judge how forcibly and 
Philoſophically this Man Diſputes ; the Truth is, were 
the who Argunent Conclutive, it were nothing to his 
purpoſe. {ut ij 4.05 willing to ſhew, That his way of 
a1guing 15 as deiective, as the Thing he Argues ſor is 
Ablurd. | 

Nevertheleſs let us ſee, what the main Concluſion is, 
which he would draw from the Premiſes. Why, 1t 1s 
this, That the Father is Eternal Wiſdom, or Mind, and the 
Son Eternal Wiſdom and Mind. 1 give you his very 
Terms. And who denies this > Or what does it conclude 
for him ? For #1/l I ask, Does he who fays, That the 
Father is Eternal Wiſdom, or Mind, and the Sou Eternal 
Wiſdom and Mind, by faying 1o, affirm, That the Fa- 
ther and the Son are Two diſtin Eternal Wiſdoms, or 
Minds > Any more than he who ſays, That the Father 
is God, and the Sox God, affirms them to be Two di/tinit 
Gods > Let him fay it if he can ; and he ſhall not fail 
< a through Conſutation as ſoon as it can be Printed 
off. 

But to give the Reader an Account of the whole mat- 
ter in ſhort. This Author has eſpouſed a very Hetero- 
dox and dangcrous Notion, viz. Zhat the Three Perſons 
of the Bleſſed Trinity are Three diſtin Infinite Minds, or 
Spirirs ; and in order to the proof of this, would per- 
iwade us, That t:zere are 7wo di/ſtinft Wiſdoms, one in 
the Father, and tlie other in the Sox; and that for this 
Reaſon : Becauſe the Father, who is Eſſentially Wife, 
cainot be ſaid to be Wiſe by that begotten Wiſdom, which 
x in the Son (albeit the Soz be yet faid to be the Wiſdom of 


the Father ) but that the 7ather muſt have one di/tintt 
Y 2 Wiſdom 


163 


164. Animadverſions, &C. 


Wiſdom of his own, and the Sox another d:/tjnt Wiſ- 
dom of his own. This, I am ſure, isthe full Account'of 
his Argument from topto bottom. In Anſwer to which, 
I have plainly and undeniably ſhewn, That the Father 
is Wiſe by one and the ſame Eſertial Wiſdom, common: 
to Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, though not under that 
particular Modification, as it Subſiſts inthe other Two 
Perſons, but by that peculiar Modification, by which it 
is appropriated to, and Subſiſts in his own. And that 
thoſe different Modifications do not, for all that, make 
it any more than one ſingle Numerical Wiſdom, but on- 
ly one and the fame under ſo many diſtin Modes of Sub- 
fitence, determining it to ſo many diſtintt Perſonali«. 
es. 

This is the Sum both of his Opinion and of mine, and- 
T referr it to the Judicious Reader to arbitrate the Caſe 
between us, with this profeſſion and promiſe, that if 
in all, or any one of the Quotationsalledged by him he 
can ſhew, That it is either expreſly affirmed, or nece(- 
farily implyed,That the Father and the Sen are two diſt init 
Trfinite Minds, 1 will, without further proof of /any 

fort, forthwith yield him the Cauſe, and withal renounce 
all my poor ſhare in Common Senſe and Reaſon ; nay, 
and all belief. of my own Eyes for the future. 

But there is one Clauſe more, which he brings in as 
one part of his main Concluſion, Page 103. Line 33. viz. 
That if we confeſs this of the Father and the Son, to wit, 
That they are each of them Eternal Mind, or Wiſdom, 
there can be no diſpute about. the Holy Ghoſt who is Eternal 
Mind, and Wiſdom, diſtin both from Father and Son. 

Now this 1s perfectly gratis diftum, without either. 
proof, or pretence of proof ; and that whether we re- 
ſpect the: Orthodox, or. the Heterodox and. Heretical. 
And, 


Firſt, 
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Firſt, For the Orthodox, they utterly deny the Holy 
Ghoſt to be an Eternal Mind, or Wiſdom diſtin&t both 
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from the Father and the Son ; and I challenge this Aus. 


thor to produce me but one reputed Orthodox Writer, 
who affirms it. In the mean time, it argues no ſmall 


Confidence {to give it the mildeſt Term) in this Man: 


to Aſſert that as certain, and without Diſpute, which is 
neither granted: on one ſide, nor ſomuchas pretended to. 
be proved on the other. But 

Secondly, If we reſpect the Heterodox and Heretical, 
who (no doubt) car diſpute as much as others, will this 
Man ſay, That theſe alſo grant this his Aſſertion about 
the Holy Ghoſt without any diſpute 2 No, it is certain, that 
they neither do, nor will. For this Author may be 
pleaſed to obſerve, That as ſome in the Primitive Times, 


allowed the Son to be only like the Father ; fo they made 
the Holy Ghoſt a downright: Creature; and an inferiour- 


Agent to both. Such were the Ilzwualuuay under 
their Head and Leader Macedonius ; as we ſee -in St. 
Auſtin de Herefibus, Cap. 52. hereby placing him as 
much below the Sox, as they had placed the Sox be- 
low the Father, or rather more. Whereupon I appeal 
even to this Autnor himſelf, whether rhoſe who did ſo, 


would withoxt all diſpute have allowed the Zoly Ghoſt to - 


be an Eternal Infinite Mind, or Wiſdom, diſtin&t both 


from the Father and the Sox ; and upon that Account, 
Eſſentially and Neceſlarily equal to them both? Let this 


Author rub his Fore-headzand affirm this if he can; and 


for the future take notice, That it becomes a True and. 
Solid Reaſoner, where a Thing 1s diſputed, fairly ro 


prove 1t, and not boldly and barely'to preſume it. 


In the laſt place he ailedges the Judgment of a/ the 


Fathers indefinitely in the Caſe. And truly where he 


cannot cite ſo much as-one of them to the purpoſe,. I 
| think 
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think he does extremely weil to make ſhort work of it, 
and with one bold Impertinent flroke to alleoge them 
all together. | 

His Allegation is this, That 2? zs uſual with the Fathers 
to repreſent the Three Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity as di- 
ſtint as eter, James and John, Well ; and whar 
then ? Why ; That then the ſaid Three Perſons are Three 
diſtinct Infinite Minds, or Spirits. 1 deny thc Con{c- 
quence, 2nd to give a particular Anſwer to this general 
Allegation, I tell him, That it is a Fallacy of tie Ho- 


-monymy of the Word, and that the Term [a diſtintt] 


is Ambiguous : For it may either ſgnitic, 
i. As Real, Or, 
2. As Great a DiſtinQion. | 
As for the firſt, T grant, That the Three Perſons 1n the 
Bleſſed Trinity differ as really as Peter, James, ani Fohn; 
Fora{much as they difter by ſomething in the Thing zz 
ſelf, or ex parte rei, antecedent to, and independent up- 
on any Apprehenſion, or Operation of the Mind about 
It; which is a Real difference, and whatiocver 1s ſo, is 
altogether as Real as the Difference between one Man 
and another can be. Burt, 
Secondly, Ii by Real diſtintion be meant as great a 
diſtinifion, fo we utterly deny that the Three Divine 
Perſoas differ as much as Peter, and Fames, and John do, : 
or that the Fathers ever thought they did ſo. For this 
-wou!d inferr a greater diflerence, or diitintion between 
them, than even our Author himſelf will allow of; even 
ſuch a difference,as reaches to a Diviſion, or Separation of 
the Perſons fo differing. And ſince it is 1mpollible for 
tize Perſons of the Trinity to diiler {o, it is tzard to ima- 
gine uPon What bottom oi Reaſon our Author ſhould 
mcaiure the Diſtin&ion, or Diilerence of the 7hree Dz. 
vine Perſons, by the DiſtinRion, or Difference, that is 
between 
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between, Peter, James,and John, For though the Three 
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Divine Perſons differ as really, yet it iscertain, that they _ 


donor differ as much. But what the Fathers alledged only 
as an [lſultration of the Caſe, this Man is pleaſed to 
make a direct proof of his Point, which by his Favour, 
is to ſtretch it a little too far : For, if he wovld make 
the foregoing Example a Parallel Inſtance to the Thing 
which he applies it to, it would provea great deal too 
much, (as has been ſhewn) and theretore as to the Thing, 
which it is brought for, docs indeed prove nothing at 
all. Now the Thing it 15 branght to prove, is, Zhat 
the Three Divine Perſons are Three diſtinit Tafinite Minds, 
or Spirits ; but fince we have ſhewn, That a Real Dife- 
rence, or Diſtin4ion, may be much ſhort of ſuch an one 
as is between zwo or more Minds, or Spirits, ( which we 
own to be as great, as between two or more Men) it 
follows, Thar the Real Difference, which is between the 
Three Divine Perſons, cannot prove them to be ſo many 
diſti. Minds, or Spirits. In ſhort, our Author's whole 
Argument amounts to no more but this (which, though 
it may ſound ſomething jocularly, 1s really and {trict- 
Iy true) viz. That becauſe Peter, James, and Fohn are 


fo many Men, therefore Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are 


ſo many Minds. A pleaſant way of Arguing certainly. 
I have now cxamined all that rh1s Author has alledg- 


ed 1bout the diſtinfion of the Three Divine Perſous, and 


I have done it particularly and exactly, not omitting any 
one of his Quotations. But how comes it to paſs ail 
this while, that we have not fo much as one Syliable 
out of the Fathers, or Scho2/-men, in behalt of Seſfe 
Conſcimſueſs > Which being, accoraing to this Author, 
the Conſtituent Reaſon of tiie Perſonality and Perſon.il Di- 
ſtinion of the Three Divine Perſons, will he pretend to 


prove the Diſlintion it icit trom tle Fathers, and at the 
lame 
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ſame time not ſpeak one Tittle of the Principle, or Rea- 
ſon of this Diſtinion 2 Or will he profeſs to prove his 
whole Hypotheſis by the Authority of the Fathers, and 
yet be ſilent of Self-Conſcionuſneſs, which he himſelf makes 
one grand and principal part of the faid Hypotheſis 2 
Certainly, one would think, that the very ſhame of the 
World, and that Common Awe and regard of Truth, 
which Nature has imprinted upon the Minds of Men, 
ſhould keep any one from offering to impoſe upon Men 
in ſo groſs and ſhameleſs a manner, as to venture to call 
a Notion or Opinion, the, Conſtant Doitrine both of the 
Fathers and the Schools ; nay, and to profeſs to make it 
out, and ſhew it to be ſo, and while he is ſo doing, not 
to to produce one Father, or Schoolman, 1 ſay again, not 
ſo much as one of either in behalf of that, which he fo 
confidently and expreſly avows tobe the joynt Sentiment 


of Both. This ſurely is a way of provzze, or rather 


of impoſing peculiar to Himſelf. But we have ſeen how 
extremely fond he is of this new Invented Term and 
Notion: And therefore fince he will needs have the 
Reputation of being the ſole Father and Begetter of the 
Hopefull Tſue, there is no Reaſon in the World that An- 
tiquity ſhould find other Fathers to maintain it. 
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CHAP. VII 


In which is ſhewn, That the Paſſages alledged by 
this Author out of the Fathers do not prove 
Murual-Conſciouſneſs to be that, wherein 
the Unity cf the Divine Nature 7m the 
Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity does 
Conſiſt : But that the Fathers place it in 
ſomething elſe. 


UR Author having undertook to make good his 
() Dodtrine about the Bleſſed Trinity, from the Fa- 
thers; and that bothas to the Diſtinion of the Dzvine 
Perſons, and allo as to their Unity in the ſame Nature ; 
And having ſaid what he could from thoſe Ancient Wri- 
ters, for that new ſort of Diſtintion which he aſcribes 
tothe ſaid Perſons, in the former part of his 4th Sefion, 
which I have confuted in the preceding Chapter; he 
proceeds now, mm the following, and much longer part 
of the ſame Section, to prove the Unity of the Three 
Perſons 1n one and the fame Nature, according to his 
own Hy potheſis. 

And the Proofs of this we {hall reduce under theſe 
T wo following Heads, as containing all that is alledgzd 
by him upon this point of his Diſcourſe, v/z. 


L Firſt, 
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Firs, That it is one and the ſame Numerical Divine 
Nature, which belongs to all the Three Divine Perſons. 
And | 

Secondly, That the Thing, wherein this Numerical 
Unity of the Divine Nature does conſiſt, is that Mutual- 
Conſciouſneſs, by which all the Three Perſons are inti- 
mately Coxſczous to one another of all that is known by, 
or belongs to each of them in particular. 


4 

And here the Authority of the Fathers is pleaded by 
him for both of theſe, and I readily grant it for the 
firſt, but however ſhall examine what this Author pro- 
duces for the one, as well as for the other. 

But before I do this, I muſt obſerve to him, That if 
that Diſtintion Aſſerted by him between the Divine 
Perſons, whereby they ſtand diſtinguiſhed as Three 7z- 


. finite Minds, or Spirits, holds good, all his proofs of the 


Unity of their Nature will come much too late. For 
he has thereby already deſtroyed the very Subject of his 
Diſcourſe; and it is in vain to ſeek, wherein the Nume- 
rical Unity of the Divine Nature (as it belongs to the 
Three Perſons) does Conſiſt, after he has affirmed that, 
which makes ſuch an nzty utterly impoſſible. And it 
has been ſufficiently proved againſt him in our 5th Chap- 
ter, That Three Infinite Minds or Spirits, can never be - 
one Numerical Infinite Mind, or Spirit, nor conſequently 
one God, Three diſtin Spirits can never be otherwiſe 
One, than by being United into one Compound, or 
Coleftive Being, which, (could ſuch a Thing be ad- 
mitted here) might be called indeed an Pnios, 
but an Unity properly it could not. And hereup- 
on I cannot but obſerve alſo, That this Author ve- 
ry often uſes theſe Terms promiſcuouſly, as if 120 


and 
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and nity, being United into One, and being One, ſignifi- 
ed the very fame Thing ; whereas, in ſtriftneſs and pro- 
priety of Speech, whatſoever Things are United into 
One, cannot be Originally One ; and & Converſo, what- 
ſoever is Originally Oze, cannot be ſo, by being United 
into Ore : for as Suidas explains the word, tw; ciznray 
NZ T9 cls &v 112K Tr mgxy par, that is to lay, Vni- 
on is ſo called from the preſling [or thruſting] together 
ſeveral Things into one. But our Author, who with 
great profoundnefs, tells us of the ſame Nature in Three di- 
[tindk Perſons being United into One Numerical Eſſence, or 
God-head, Page 118. Lines 9, 10. has certainly a diffe- 
rent Notion of Zion from all the World beſides. For 
how one and the ſame Nature ({though in never ſo ma- 
ny diſtin Perſons; ſince it is ſtill ſuppoſed the ſame in 
all) can be ſaid to be Zn:ted into any one Thing, I be- 
lieve ſurpaſſes all Humane Apprehenſion to conceive 
Union in the very Nature ofit, being of ſeveral Things, 
not of one and the ſame. I deſire the Reader to conſult 
the place, and to extract the beſt ſenſe out of it that he 
can. ' 

And thus having preſented our Author with this Pre- 
liminary Obſervation, I ſhall now proceed to--conlider 
| how he acquits himſelf in the fr/# Thing undertook by 
him, viz. The proving a Numerical Unity of Nature in 
the Three Divine Perſons, out of the Fathers; which tho 
Ido as readily grant, and as firmly believe, as this Au- 
thor does, or can; yet I think it worth while to ſhew, 
with what Skill, Decency, and Reſpect he Treats the 

Fathers upon this Subject. | 
' And here in the firſt place he tells his Reader, 7hat 
this being a Myſtery ſo great, and above all Example in Na- 
ture, it is no wonder if the Fathers found it neceſſary touſe 
ſeveral Examples, and to allude to ſeveral kinds of Onion 
£3 to 
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to form an adequate Notion of the Unity of the God-head, 
And withall, That they take ſeveral jleps towards the Fx- 
plication of this great Myſtery, viz. of an Unity of Nas- 
fure in a Trinity of Perſons, page 106, In our Exami- 
nation of which Paſſages \ mi his former words 


to be conſidered ellewhiere ) we will firit conſider the 
feeps which ( he ſays ) the Fathers made towards the 
Explication of this Miltery. 


And theſe, he tells us, are Two. 


Firſt, The 70 61d, or S$umsn7Tn;, (1. e.) the Coeſſen- 
zzality of the Divine Perſons, whereby all the Three Per- 
ſons of the God-head have the fame Nature, Page 106. 

Secondly the other is a Numerical Unity. of the Di- 
vine Efſence, or Nature, Page 121. Line 6. which (to 
anſwer one Greek word with another) we may call the 
70 &, or the w{71; © 8azc, or evrzz;, St. Cyril authorizing 
che Expreſſion, whom we find ſpeaking of an @71; pu- 
01%7 ; gorwdVs Cy C2 maT 2 Wo PY TVEULTIZYD, as Ammg- 
#ius Cites him in his Catena upon Fohn 17.11, 21. 


Now as this 514:&n0y, or Sameneſs of Nature, and this 
Namerical Unity of Nature, lying fifteen whole Pages, in 
this Author's Book, diſtant from one another, mu!:i be 
confeſſed to make a very large ſtride; fo, for all thar, 
they will be found to make but an inſignificant ep; as. 
ſetting a Man not one jot further than he was before. 
For astouching thoſe Words and Terms, which th2 Fa- 
thers uſed to expreſs the Unity of the Divine Nature by, 
I do here, without any demurr, affirm to this Author, 
"That Coeſſentiality, Sameneſs of Nature, and Sameneſs of 
Eſſence, all ſignified by the > 544085, or 544250337us, as 
alſo Unity of Nature, and Unity of Eſſence, expreſſed by, 
the 73 f, or wir; \87125, or gurwe;, do all of them, in 

| the 
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the ſenſe of the Fathers denote but one and the ſame 
Thing, viz. A Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature, on- 
ly, I confeſs, with ſome Circumitantial Ditterence, as 
to the way, . or manner of their ſfigntication, For, 
1. The T9 64405519, figniies Vnity of Nature, With a 
Connotation of ſome Things, or Perſons to whom it be- 


longs. Upon which Account it is, that St. Ambroſe 


(whom this Author cites) ſpeaking of this word in his 
3d Book, Chap. 7. teils us, That 5.7 aliud alii, non 
ipſum eſt bi : Nor inaced is any Taing faid to be the 
ſame, but with reſpect to ſome Thing, or Circumſtance 
belides ir ſeit. And therefore no wonder if the wworg7o 
was anciently rejected, tince the 7% uy, relating to rhe 
Perſon, whom the 8az belongs to, mult import a Sin- 
gularity of Perſon as well as an nity of Efſence, whici! 
would be contrary to the Catholick Faith. Bur, 

2. The. &», or the ©3574; + 825, or pYrres, ſignifies 
nity of Nature, or Eſſence, without Connotation of any 
to whom it belongs: Not but tiat jt does really and in- 
deed belong to the Three Divine Perſons, bur that ac- 
cording to the ſtrict and proper ſtgnification and force of 
the word, it does not connote, or imply them, but ab- 
ſtracts, or preſcinds from them. 

And this is a-true Account of thefe words, by which tlie 
Fathers (without making more ſteps than one) intend- 
ed and meant the fame 'Thing, viz. a Numerical Unity 
of the Divine Nature, belonging to all the 7 hree Perſons, 


{ 


only with this difference, That the 6400591774; ſignifies 


the nity of the Divine Nature, with a Connotation of 
the Per/ons in whom it is; which allo gives it the Deno- 
mination of Sameneſs ; and that the 7! #, or the #7, 
ſignifies the Unitygot the ſame Nature abſolutely and. ab- 
ſtractedly, without imploying, or co-fignitying any re- 
ſpect to thoſe in whom it is, and to whom it belongs. 

So 
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So that theſe words (as much Two as they zre) yet in 
the'ſenſe and meaning of the Fathers, import but one 
and the ſame nity. 

But our Author tells us, That though indeed the Pa- 
' thers own an Unity of Nature in the Divine Perſons, yer, 
ſince there is a Specifick, as well as a Numerical Unity, 
the Diſpute is here, which of theſe two @n7ries we ſhall 
align to the Divine Nature, with reference to the Di- 
vine Perſons. 

And for this ; He tells us, That Petavius and Dr. Cud- 
worth have abundantly proved, That the Nicene Fathers 
. did not underſtand the word 5102nirn; of a Numerical, but 

of a Specitical Samenels of Nature, or the agreement of 
Things Numerically different from one another in the ſame 
Common Nature, Page 106. about the end. | 

In Anſwer to which,I muſt confets my telf very unfit to 
'take ſuch Great and Truly Learned Perſons to task, and 
that upon comparing this Author and Perav/us together 
(if there can be any compariſon between them) I find 
much more Reaſon to believe that he miſtook the mean- 
ing of Petavius, than that Petavius could miſtake the 
meaning of the Fathers. 

But however, I ſhall lay down this as a Concluſion, 
which I take to be undoubtedly true, viz. That the A#- 
cient Fathers, as well the Nicene, as thoſe after them, 
held only a Numerical Unity of the Divine Nature 1n the 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity: That 1s, in. other words, 
They held and acknowledged one Namerical God, and 
no more. This Concluſion I hold, and have good rea- 
ſon to believe, That neither Petavias nor Dr. Cudworth 
ſhall be ableto wreſt it from me. For the chief Reaſon 
of ſome Men's charging the Fathers with holding a Spe- 
cifick Unity of Nature amongſt the Dzvine Perſons, 1s 
drawn from this, That ſome of them, and particularly 

Maximus 
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Maximus and Nyſſen (cited by this Author) ſeem to ar- 
gue from that Specifick Unity of Nature which is found 


in ſeveral Individual Men, to an Unity of the Divine Na- 


tare 1n the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity. 

To which I Anfwer, That the Fathers never uſed the 
Example of Three or more Individual Men, agreeing 
in the ſame Nazureas a Parallel Inſtance of the ſame ſorr, 
or degree of Tnity with that which is in the Three Dz- 
vine Perſons ; but always alledged it, one, or (perhaps 
ſometimes) 40th of theſe two ways. 


Firſt, By way of Alluſion,. or Illuſtration (as I have - 
already noted in the foregoing Chapter) and as it is the - 
neareſt Reſemblance of, and Approach to this Divine ' 


nity of any that could be found in Created Beings. For 
ſtill their Argument proceeds only by the £:&. and the 


#5 ON the one ſide, and the £75 on the other, (as ap-- 


pears from that place quoted out of Maximas, P. 107.) 


which Terms ſurely do not of neceſiity import an /den- - 
tity of the Caſe, but only ſome. Similztude in the parts . 


of the Compariſon. 


Secondly, The Fathers uſed the forementioned Exam- 
ple as an Argument 4 mizore ad majus, Viz. That if ſe- 
veral Individual Men could not properly be ſaid to have- 


more than one Nature (upon which Nyſſez's whole Ar- 


gument turns) much leſs could this be faid of the Three - 
Divine Perſons. Foraſmuchas it 1s not only certain, but - 


evident, That Perſons merely diſtinguithed. from one 


another and no more, mult have a greater nty of Nas - 
ture, than ſuch as are not only diſtinguiſhed, but alſo di-. 
vided from one another by a ſeparate Exiſtence. . And : 
let any one ſtretch this Argument of the #azbers further | 


if he can. . 


I do : 


175 


Animadverſrons, &C. 


I donot intheleaſt deny, but ſeveral Expreſſions may 
have dropped from the Fathers, which, if we lJook'd no 
ſurther, might be drawn to a very inconvenient ſenſe. 
But then allo it is as little to be denied, That the fame 
Fathers proſeſiediy and deſignedly treating of rhe fame 


Points, have declared themſelves in ſuch Terms, as are 


very hardly, if at all reconciſeable to thoſe Occaſional 
and Accidental Expreiſions. And therefore {ſince their 
mcaning cannot be taken from both, it ought much ra- 
ther to Le taken from what was Aſlerted by them de- 
ſoned!y, than what was Aſlerted only occalicnally. 

To which I ſhall add this further Remark, That a 
Cue conſideration of the Circumliances, under which 
thoſe Fathers wrote, may very well Apologize for the 
D<ſe: s of ſome of their Arguments. For the Grand 
Controverlie which exerciſed the Orthodox Writers of the 
fourth and part of the fifth Century, was that with the 
Ariaus, So that we have the leſs cauſe to wonder if 
ſome of their Reaſonings about the 7rinity ſcem to look 
no further than the proof of a Specifick Unity of Nature 
in the Divine Perſons, while they.had to deal with Ad- 
verſaries w ho would not allow ſo much as this between 
the Father and the Son, but inſtead of an $uogow, or 
Sameneſs, held only an 6yogouw, or Likeneſs of Nature 
between them ; which, together with the torcgoing 
Conſiderations, may ſerve as a Key to let us into the true 
Explication of ſeveral Paſſages of the Fathers ; atout 
the meaning of which we nyght otherwiſe pollibly be 
ſomething ar a loſs. And the ſame Il;kewiſe may ſerve 
ro give a fair Account of what has been alledged by Pe- 
tavius, and miſtook by this Author upon the preſent 
Subject. For to traverſe and examine all Petaviuy's Al- 
legations particularly would require a full and diſtinct 
Work by it lelf. 


But 
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But ſtill our Author ſeems extremely ſet upon making 
good his firſt ſtep of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Na- 
ture from the Fathers ; and to that purpoſe he tells us, 
Page 107. Line 23. That one thing wherein the Fathers 
place the Unity of the Godhead is, that all the Three Perſons 
have the ſame Nature, by which he means (as ſhall be 
ſhewn preſently) Specifically the ſame Nature ; and a 
few Lines aſter, he tells us again, That ſome of the Fa- 
thers went further than this, and plac'd the Eſſential Unity 
of the Drvine Nature in the SameneſiS of Eſſence, Lines 
3O, 31, 32, of the ſame Pape. 

Now here I would deſire this Author to inform me of 
Two Things. 

Firſt, By what Rule of ſpeaking, or upon what Prin- 
ciple of Divinity, Logick, or Philoſophy, Sameneſs of 
Nature ought to ſignitie one Thing, and Sameneſs of E/- 
ſence to lignifie another ; and withal to be ſo contra-di- 
ſtinguiſhed to each other, that in the degrees of @nty, 
this latter myſt be a ſtep beyond the former 2 For the 
Fathers, Tl am ſure, make no ſuch diſtin&tion, but uſe 
the words Sameneſs of Natare, and Sameneſs of Eſſence, as 
well as the words 8az and pyn; themſelves promiſcuouſ- 
ly ; fo that neither by their Native fſignification, nor yet 
by their uſe, do they import any more than one ſort of 
Unity. | 

Secondly, Whereas in Page 106. Lines 23, 24. he 
makes the fr/? ep towards this Vnity to confiilt in 
the 6.408n%7x5, or Coefſentiality, (which alſo in the next 
Page, Line 23. &c. he explains by Sameneſs of Nature ;) 
And whereasin Page 121. he makes a Numerical Vnity of 
the Divine Eſſence, the next ſtep (introducing it with 
the word Secondly) and telling us, That the Fathers ad- 
ded it to the 6osnirry;, which he had before made the 


AS - firſt 
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firſt ftep; And whereas, notwithſtanding this, having 
in Page 107. told us, That Sameneſs of Nature was one 
Thing wherein the Fathers placed the Unity of the Divine 
Nature, within ſeven Lines after, he tells us, That ſome 
of the Fathers went further, and placed it in the Sameneſs 
of Eſſence, (which, yet it is manifeſt all along, that herec- 
kons not the ſame Thing with Numerical Unity of Eſſence) 
I defire to know of him, whether there be 7wo ſecond 
feps in this Vnity 2 or, whether there be one between the 
firſt and the ſecond 2 For he makes 6yuosnims, or Same- 
neſs of Nature oneſtep, Page 106, 107. Aud Sameneſs of 
Effence a further ſtep, Page 107. Line 3o. Sc. And then 
Numerical Unity of Nature another ſtep, calling it alſo the 
Second, Page 121. Line5. Theſe Things, I muſt con- 
feſs, Iam utterly unable to give any Conſiſtent Account 
of, an&I ſhrewdly ſuſpe&t, that our Author himſelf is 
notjable to give a much better. But it is ſtill his way to. 
forge i one place what he has ſaidin another ; and how 
kind\oever he may be to himſelf, I ſhould think it very 
hard for another Man to forget himſelf fo often, andto 
forgive himſelf too. 

Nevertheleſs our Author, without mincing the Mat- 
ter, roundly Afſerts a Specifick Unity of Nature in the Di- 
vine Perſons, telling us, Line 23. G&c. of the fore-cited 
Page 107. That this is abſolutely neceſſary to make the Three 
Perſons one God, and that it is impoſſible that they ſhould be 

ſo without it ; where it is evident, that he means a Specz- 
fick Unity, both from this, thatit was the Subjedf, which 
he had been there treating of, as alſo from this, that im- 
mediately after he mentions another ſort, or degree of 
nity, as a ſtep further than this; which, ſince nothing 
can be but a Numerical Pnity, it follows, That that which 
was one ſtep ſhort of a Numerical,. muſt needs be a Spe- 
cifical. And now 1s it not firange, that in Page 109. 

which 
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which is but rhe next ſave one after this, this Man ſhould 
poſitively ſay, (as he does) That the Fathers never ſo much 
as Dream'd of a ſpecifick Unity of Nature in the Divine Per- 
ſons, having here in Page 107. affirmed it to be no leſs 
than abſolutely neceſſary to make the Three Perſons one God > 
And that certainly is a neceſſity with a witneſs. But he, 
who exadts of this Author a conſiſtency with himſelf for 
five Pages together, deals very ſeverely with him. 

And accordingly, the more I conſider of this Matter, 
1 cannot but think, that what he ſays of t!he Nec-yue Fa- 
thers holding a Specifick Unity of Nature in the Divine 
Perſons, Page 106. and his affirming that Gregory Ny/- 
ſen, St. Cyril, Maximus and Damaſcen never ſo much as 
Dream'd of any ſuch Unity, Page 109. Line 22. will by 
no means conſiſt together. 

For firſt, If by the Nicene Fathers be meant not only 
thoſe who were preſent at that Council, but thoſe Fa- 
thers alſo who about thoſe Times held the ſame Faith 
which was Eſtabliſhed in that Council, then his two 
fore-cited Paſſages contain a groſs, manifeſt, fulſome 
ContradiQion ; even as groſs as the pofirzve aſſerting of 
a thing, and the never ſo much as dreaming of it, can im- 
port. But ifby the Niceze Fathers he means only thoſe 
who fat and acted in that Council, he will hardly how- 
_ ever perſwade any underſtanding Man, That Gregory 

Nyſſes, who Wrote and flouriſhed between Fifty and Six- 
ty Years after the Council, and Maximus about Sixty, 
and St. Cyrilabout Ninety, could be ſo grofly ignorant 
of, and Strangers to the Sentiments of thoſe Fathers, as 
not ſo much as to Dream of that wherein they had pla- 
ced the Unity of the God-head. Thisto me ſeems Incredi- 
bleand morally Impoſlible : ſince it isnot to be imagined, 
that Nyſſen, Cyril, and Maximus could ſo ſoon torget, 


or knowingly dare to relinquiſh the Dofrine of the 
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fore-mentioned Fathers, whoſe Authority was ſo great 
and Sacred all the Chri/tian World over. And therefore 
ſince this Author allows theſe Fathers not to have Dream. 
of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature ; | conclude, 
That neither did the Nicene Fathers Dream of it any 
more than they, howſoever they might expreſs them-. 
ſelves upon ſome occaſions. | 
And thus having.(as well *as he could) made his ff: 
ſtep, by Aſſerting a Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of Na- 
ture in- the Three Divine Perſons from the Fathers, that is 
to ſay, partly from what Petavius and Dr. Cudworth had. 
told him of the Nicene Fathers holding ſuch a Specifick U- 
nity between them, and partly from the other Fathers ne- 
ver ſo much as dreaming of it, he proceeds now to his other 
ſep, or rather Counter-ſtep ; which is to ſhew, That the 
Unity between the Divine Perſons, held by the Fathers, 
wasnoother than a Numerical Unity of Nature, or Eſſence 
belonging to them : For ſince 0 be one only Specifically, 
and to be one only Numerically, are by no means conliſtent. 
with one another, in reſpe& of the ſame Per/oxs, what 
can this be ſo truly and properly called as a Counter-tep 
to that which he had made before? His Method being. 
plainly this. Firſt he tells us, that the Nizene Fathers, 
by the 600171; underſtood only a Specifick Unity, or. 
Sameneſs of Nature in the Divine Perſons, Page 106. 
And then, that the Fathers [mentioning them indefi- 
nitely] held this Samencfs of Nature ablolutely neceſſary 
to make the ſaid Three Perſons one God, Page 107. And: 
now at length he tells us, Page 121. Lines 27, 28, 29. 
That though ſeveral of the Fathers attempted ſeveral ways of- 
explaining that Unity of Nature that is in the Divine Per- 
ſons, yet they all agree in the Thing, That Father, Son, and. 
Holy Ghoſt, Three diſtin Di. ine Perſons are united in one: 
Numerical Nature and Eſſence, So that the Sum of all. 


muſt 
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muſt be this (asappears alſo from his own words'in the. 
latter end of Page 120. and the four firſt Lines of the 
121.) that according to him, the Fathers held a Speci= 
fick Unity of Nature neceſſary to make the Three Divine 
Perſons one God, but not ſuficient without the Comple- 
tion of it by a Numerical Unity (uperadded to it. 

This, I fay, is the Sum of what he delivers; and. in-. 
direct oppoſition to which, I do here deny, That there 
is any ſuch Thing as a-Specifick Unity of Naturebelong- 
ing tothe Divine Perſons, or that the Fathers ever-held,. 
that there was. | 

And to prove this, I ſhall premiſe this Aſſertion both. 
as certain in itſelf, and withall affirmed by this Author 
in thoſe forecited words, viz. That all the Fathers held; 
That Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Three diſtin& Perſons. 
are United in-(or rather are Que, by.) One Numerical Na- 
ture and Eſſence. 

Whiclt being ſo premiſed, I have theſe Confrderations 
to oppoſe to the Admiſſion of any Specifick Unity in the 
Divine Nature as-it. belongs to. the Divine. Perſons. 
As, | 

Firſt, If a Numerical 2nity in the ſame Divine Nature 
be ſufficient to make the Three Divine Perſons to whom 
it belongs, One God, then a Specifick Unity of the ſame is . 
not neceſſary ; but a Numerical Unityin the ſame Divine - 
Nature is ſufficient to make the ſaid Three Perſons Ons + 
God, and thereforea Specifick Unityis not neceſſary. The 
Conſequence is evident, becauſe nothing can- be zeceſſary 
to any Thing, or Effect; beyond, or beſide what is ſuf- 
firient for the ſame ; ſince this would imply a:maniteſt 
Contradiction, by making the fame Thing, in the ſame - 
reſpect; both ſufficient and not ſufficient. And as for. the 


Minor, That an Agreement .in one. and the ſame Nume: 
rical,! 
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rical Divine Nature is ſufficient to make the Perſons ſo a- 
greeing One God. I ſuppole this carries with it ſo much 
Self-Evidence, that no Man of Reaſon will pretend to 
doubt of, and mich leſs to deny it. _ 

Secondly, A greater degree of Znty, and a leſs de- 
gree of nity are not to be admitted in the Divine Na- 
ture. But a Numerical Unity and a Specifical Unity, are a 
greater and a leſs degree of @nity, and therefore they 
are not both to be admitted in the Divine Nature. The 
Major is proved thas, becauſe two ſuch Znztzes would 
overthrow the ſimplicity of the Divine Nature ; forafſ- 
much as they muſt be either two degrees of the ſame 
kind of 2zty, or they muſt be two difterent kinds of 
Unity : Either of which would interr a Compoſition by 
no means to be endured in the Divine Nature. As for 
the Minor, it isevident in it ſelf, and needs no Proof. 

Thirdly, Such a degree, or ſort of Unity of Nature, 
as may agreeto Ten Thouſand Individuals, neither can 
nor ought to be admitted in the Divine Nature, with re- 
ference to the Divine Perſons. But a Specifick Unity of 
Nature may agree to Ten Thouſand Individuals, as well 
as to Two or Three ; ſince (upon a Specifick Account) it 
has no Stint, or Limitation, but may be every whit as 
well and properly in the former Number, as in the lat- 
ter ; and therefore it neither can nor ought to be admit- 
ted in the Divine Nature. - 

Fourthly, Such an nity as is principally, if not ab- 
ſolutely Notzonal, and dependsupon the Operation of the 
Intellet drawing one common Notion from the agree- 


ment, which it obſerves in ſeveral Individuals, is by no 


means neceſlary to make the Three Divine Perſons One 
God, nor can any way properly belong to them. Bur a 
Specifick Unity is ſuch an one. And therefore it neither is, 
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nor can be neceſſary to the making the Three Divine Per- 
ſons One God, as this Author moſt abſurdly Aerts, p. x07. 
Line 23, 24. The Major is evident. For that, if ſuch 
an nity could be neceſſary upon that Account, then 
there would be ſome ſort or degree of Zxzty in the Dz- 
vine Nature ſo depending upon the Operation of ſome 
Intelle, or other (forming one common Notion out of 
ſeveral Particulars,) that, had not ſach an Operation paſ- 
{ed upon the ſaid Particulars, ſuch an Unity could not 
have been, nor conſequently could the Three Divine 
Perſons have been one God without it ; which to affirm, 
would certainly be both a Monſtrous and Blaſphemous 
Aſfertion. 

Fifthly and laſtly, If 2 Specifick Znity of Nature con- 
ſiſts with, and indeed implies a Multip/ication of the ſaid 
Nature, in every one of the Particulars, to which it be- 
longs ; then ſuch a Specifick Unity can by no means be ad- 
mitted in the Divine Nature. But a Specifick Unity of Na- 
ture imports a Multiplication of the {aid Nature in every 
one of the Particulars to which it belongs; And there- 
fore ſuch an Pnzty cannot be admitted in the Divine Na- 
ture. The Reaſon of the Conſequence is evident ; becauſe 
the Divine Nature is uncapable of any Multiplication : 
And herein conſiſts the Erna of the Divine Nature's 
belonging to the Divine Perſons, and of any other Na- 
zare's belonging to its proper Individuals ; 'That this lat- 
ter is by a Multiplication of it ſelf in them, and theother 
by a bare Communication of it ſelf to them, 1o as that 
the fame Numerical Nature exiſts in, and becomes 
thereby common to all the Three Perſons. As for 
the Minor Propoſition, That a Specifick Unity of Na- 
rare conſiſts with and implies a Multiplication of the 


fid Nature in the ſeveral Individuals which it belongs to; 
= M 
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| | 1 referr him to all the Logicians and Metaphy/icians who 
| have wrote of Species,and Specifick Unity, of Idem, & Di- 
I! werſam, whether they do not give this Account of 
| = 
| 
| 


But I fancy this Author has a reach of Cunning (tho? 
but a ſhort one) inthe caſe. For that having made the 
| Three Divine Perſons Three diſtintt Infinite Minds, or Spj- 
rits, which can never be One by a Numerical Unity ; he 
[4 is willing to provide them a Specifical Unity, and to ſee 
| whether that will ſerve the turn ; but as the Nature of the 
i Thing unhappily falls out to be, that will not do it nei- 
1 ther. 
'| Theſe are the Conſtderatzons which I thought fit to ad- 
| vance againſt the Admiſſion of a Specifick Unity in the 
| Divine Nature, witli reference to the Divine Perſons. 
And the Concluſion, which Idraw from them all, is this, 
That ſince the Fathers (and that even by this Author s$ 
own Confeſſion) held a Numerical Unity of Nature in the 
Three Divine Perſons, we can by no means grant that 
i the ſaid Fathers admitted alſo a Specifick Unity in the 
} fame, without making them guilty ofa groſs Abſurdity 
| and Contradidtion. Foraſmuch as theſe Two ſorts, or 
| degrees of Unity are utterly incompatible in the Divine 
| Nature. 
i I hope? by this time the Judicious Reader ſees how fit + 
ll this Man is to betruſted with the Fathers, whoſe Judg- 
[i ment about ſo weighty an Article he dares miſrepreſent 
ll in ſuch a manner. For to ſum up briefly what he has 
il faid upon this Point. 
| Firſt, he tells us, That the Fathers agree very well in 
the Account they give of a Trinity in Unity, Page 106. and 
the four firſt Lines. Next he tells us, 7hat the Nirene 
Fathers aſſerted a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature in 
the 
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the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, and underſtood the word 
6410s only of ſuch an Unity, and not of a Numerical, 
Page 106. and the five laſt Lines. And Thirdly, Thar 
this Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of Nature, was abſolutely 
Neceſſary to make the Three Divine Perſons One God, and, 


that it was impoſſible they ſhould be ſo without it, Page 107.” 


Lines '23, 24 And Fourthly, That the other Fathers 
(of which he there names four) never ſo much as Dream'd 
of a Specifick Unity of the Divine Nature, Page 109. lines 
22, 23. AndLalſtly, That the Fathers do not ſtop in this 
Specifick Unity and Identity of Nature, but proceed to ſhew 
how the 644285 proves a true Numerical and Eſſential Vni- 
ty of the Godhead in the Three Divine Perſons, Page 114. 
Lines 3O, 31, 32, 33- 

From all which Aſſertions, which lie plain and open 
in the forecited Pages, I deſire this Author to reſolve me 


_ theſe following Queries. 


r. Whether thoſe Fathers who Aſſert a Specifick Unity 
of the Divine Nature, and thoſe who never Dreamt of ſuch 
an Unity; And thole again, who by the 540571.» under- 
ſtood only a Specifick, and not a Numerical Unity of Na- 
zare ; and thoſe who by the fame 505 proceed to 
prove a Numerical Unity of Nature in the Divine Perſons, 
can be ſaid to agree fo very well inthe Account they give 
of a Trinity in Unity 2? ; 

2. Whether thoſe could give a true and right Account 
of a Trinity in Unity, who never ſo much as Dream? of 
that, which was ſoabſolutely neceſſary to make the Three 
Divine Perſons One God, that they could not poſlibly be 
ſo without it ? | | | 

3- Whether a Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of Nature 
in ſeveral Perſons, is or can be a direct and proper proof 
of a Numerical Unity and 1dentity of Nature in the {aid 
Perſons 2 
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Theſe Queſtions, I ſay, being the Natural and Im- 
mediate Reſults of this Aurhor's Poſitions, I hope he will 
graciouſly vouchſafe, ſometime or other, to give the 
World a ſatisfatory Reſolution of. 

In the mean time I will tell him what it was, that 
impoſed upon him ſo, as to make him ralk thus Abſurd- 
Iy and Unphiloſophically of a Specifick Unity of the Di- 
vine Nature, and traduce the Fathers allo, as if they held 
the fame. And that inone word is, That in the Subje&t 
before us,he takes Specifick Nature and Conmon Natureto 
ſignifie one and the fame Thing ; whereas, though every 
Specifick Nature be a Common Nature, yetevery Com".0# 
Nature is not a Specifick Nature (nonor a Generical nei- 
ther.) And that this was his miſtake, appears trom 
thoſe words of his in Page 106. where he ſays, That 
Petavius aud Dr. Cudworth have abundantly proved, That 
the Nicene Fathers did not underſtand the word $0851 of 4 
Numerical, but of a Specifical Sameneſs of Nature, or the 
agreement of Things Numerically differing from one another 
in the ſame Common Nature.) In which words it is evi- 
dent, That he makes Specifick Sameneſs of Nature, and 
the Agreement of Things numerically different, in one and 
the ſame Common Nature, to ſignifite Convertibly the 
fame Thing ; and when he has done fo, he oppoſes them 
Both to a Numerical Sameneſs of Nature, as appears from 
the Adverſative Particle [Bat] pJaced between them. 
In which, let me tell him he is guilty of a very great 
miſtake, both by making thoſe Things the ſame, which 
are not the ſame, and by making an Oppolition where 


there 1s a rea! Coincidence, For, by his favour, one and 


the ſame Numerical Divine Nature is aCommon Narure 
700; toraiinu_ has without any Divition,or Multiplication 
of it ſelf, it Belongs in Common to the Three Divine Per ſons.. 
The Term [ Deus) indeed isneither a Genus, nor a Spe- 

CCS 


'CnarTEeR VII. 


cies, Nevertheleſs all Divines and Schoot-men allow it 
to be a Terminus Communis, as properly predicable of, 
and Common to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; and in 
this very Thing conſiſts the Myſtery of the Trinity, 
That one and the fame Numerical Nature ſhould be 
Common to, and Exiſt in Three Numerically di/tiaft Per- 
ſons. And therefore for one (who pretends to teach 
the whole World Divinity) while he is Diſcourling of 
the Divine Nature and Perſons, to oppole Common Nas 
ture, to Nature Numerically One, and from the Common- 
neſs of it, ro make the Fathers Argue againlt zts Numeri- 
calneſs ( whereas the ſame Divine Nature may be, and 
really is both) it isa ſhrewd ſign of the want of ſome- 
thing or other in that Man, that muſt needs render him 
extremely unfit to preſcribe, and dictate in theſe Matters. 
In fine, the ſole Point driven at all along by the Fa- 
thers, as to the Queſtion about the nity of the Divine 
Nature (for their Arguments to prove the Coequality of 
the Three Divine Perſons agajnit the Arians are not 
now before us) is an Aſſertion of a Real Numerical Ex- 
iſting n:ty of the ſaid Nature in the ſaid Perſons. I fay, 
a Numerical Unity, without making any more (eps, or 
degrees 1n it than One, or owning any diſtinCtion between 
Sameneſs of Nature, and Sameneſs of Eſſence. And much 
leis by making (as this Author does) a Specifick Same- 
neſs of Nature, one thing wherein they place the Znzry 
of the Divine Nature, and then making Sameneſs of Eſ- 
ſence another and further degree in the nity of the faid 
Nature ; and when they have done ſo, by a return back 
explaining this Sameneſs of Eſſence, by the Sameneſs of 
Nature newly mentioned ; as he ſays, they do, in theſe 
words, immediately following (by way of Exegeſis of 
the tormer) viz. That there is but one God, becauſeall the 
' Three Divine Perſons have the ſame Nature, Page 107. _ 

| Bb 2 the 


188 Animadver ſions, GC. 


the two laſt Lines. All which is a Ridiculous Circle, 

and a ContradiQtion to boot, making Sameneſs of Nature 

| one ſtep, and Sameneſs of Eſſence another, and then ma- 

Ml king this Samexeſs of Eſſence no more than a Samereſs 

[1 of Nature, again; fo that according to him the Fathers 

muſt be faid togo further, . by reſting in the very: ſame 

feep which they firſt made: Which way of Reaſoning, 

I confeſs, may ſerve well enough for one, who can forger 

in one Page, what he had ſaid in the other juſt before. 

But (by his favour) the Fathers werea little more Con- 

} ſiſtent, and underſtood themſelves better than to run 

i  _ Diviſions in ſuch a ſenſekeſs manner upon a Thing that 
'| admitted none. 

And thus having ſhewn how he has dealt with the 

| Fathers in the Account given by him of their Opinion a- 

IS bout the Unity of the Divine Nature in the Perſons of the 

| Bleſſed Trinity, (which was the fir/# Head, under which 

I reduced his Allegations from them,) I come now 

in the 

| 24 Place,tothe other and Principal Head; under which 

FP he undertakes to prove the chief and more peculiar part 

i of his Hy potheſis from the ſaid Fathers,viz.That the Unity 

| and Identity of Nature belonging to the Three Divine Per- 

| ſons, conſiſts in the Mutual-Conſciouſneſs which is between 

| them, That is in Truth, That they are therefore One 

God, becaule they are Conſcrous to themſelves, that they 

are ſo. 

And here Iſhall begin with ſhewing how this Author 

overthrows the Point undertook by him before he pro- 

duces any Arguments from the Fathers for it. And to 

this Purpoſe I ſhall reſume thoſe words of his before ci- 

ted by me out of Page 106. In which he reminds his 

Reader, That Trinity in Unity being ſo great a Myſtery, 

and of which we have no Example in Nature, it is no won- 

| der 
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der if it cannot be explained by any one kind of Natural Vni- 
on, and that therefore it was neceſſary to aſe ſeveral Exam- 
ples, and to allude to ſeveral kinds of Union, toform an ade- 
quate Notion of the Ynity of the God-head, Now here, 
fince our Author's Notion, and the Fathers too (as he 
ſays) of this @zity is nothing elſe but Mutual-Conſciouſ- 
neſs, I deſire to Learn of him, what neceility there was 
or is of uſing ſeveral Examples, and alluding to ſeveral 
kinds of Union to explain, or form an adequate Notion of 
that > AndI wonder what kind of Thing he would make 
of his Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, ſhould he come to explain and 
deſcribe it by ſeveral Examples, and ſeveral Kinds of U- 
nion 2 But this 1s not all, for he tells us likewiſe (as we 
alſo obſerved before that there are ſeveral eps to be ta- 
ken towards the Explication of this Myſtery. Where- 
upon I would again learn of him how many /eps are ne- 
cellary to explain Matual-Conciouſneſs2for one would ima- 
gine one ſingle /tep ſufficient to repreſeat and declare a 
Thing which every Body underſtands. This Author 
indeed confidently enough Ailerts, That che Fathers 
give no other Account of a Trinity in Unity, than the 
ſame which he gives of it, Pag, 101. Line 2. But cer- 
tainly if the Fathers thought ſeveral Examples, Steps 
and Kinds of Union abſolutely neceſſary to explain the 
Notion they had of this Unity, and it thele cannot be 
neceſſary ro explain the Notion of Mutua'-Conſciouſneſs, 
then ic muſt tollow, Thar the Farhers neither did, nor 
poſlibl; could by that 7nzty mean Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. 
And if this Author doubts of the force of this Reaſon- 
ing, let him try. his skill, and ſee what Learned utf 
he is like to make of it when he comes to explain his 
Notion of Mutual Conſcicuſneſs by ſeveral Examples, 
Steps,and Sorts of Union,and out of themall to form one ade- 
guate Notion of this ſo mach admired Thing, Wherefore 
| 4 
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] conclude, and, 1 think, unanſwerably, That the Fa- 
thers by this Unity between the. Divine Perſons, 
mean one Thing, and this Man quite another ; and 
conſequently that they have given a very different Ac- 
count of it, from what he gives, ral og his e- 


qually bold and falſe Aſſeveratiqn, affirmi 
the very ſame. | 

And now I am ready to fee what he has to offer us 
from the Fathers in behalf of his Mutual-Conſtionſneſs ; 
but becauſe I am extremely defirous, that the Reader 
ſhould keep him clofe to the Point, and not ſuffer him 
to wander from it{which,in diſpute,he is as apt to do as 
any Man living) I ſhall preſume to hint this to him, 
That the Point to be proved by this Author, is not that 
the Three Divine Perſons have one and the fame Numert- 
cal Nature, or Eſſence, nor that they are Mutually Conſci- 
o#5 to one another of whatſoever each of them z, or 
Knows ; no, nor yet that this Mutual-Conſciouſneſs inferrs 
an Unity of Nature in them, as a Thing inſeparable from 
it. But heis to prove, That this 7n:ry of Nature, and 
this Mutual-Conſciouſneſs are Convertibly one and the 
ſome Thing, or that this latter is to the former what the 
Eſſence or Form of any Thing 1s to that Thing : That 
is to ſay, That the Znity of the Divine Nature formally 
Con/iſts in, and is, what it is, by that Mutual-Conſciouſ» 
neſs which belongs to the Three Divine Perſons. This, 
I fay, is the Thing to be proved by Him. | 

And ſo I proceed to his Arguments (which I aſſure 
the Reader, he ſhall find very ſtrange ones) nevertheleſs 
ro give him as eaſie*and dillint a view of them, as I 
can, I will ſet down the ſeveral Heads of them before I 
particularly diſcuſs them. 

1. TheFirſt of them is from the wa exlzyar aſcribed, 
by the Fathers, toall the Three Divine Perſons joyntly. 

| 2. The 


' it to be 
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2. The Second from the jwiz zbnn #8, tzxdoproy mh 
232228 BonucdlGh. 
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3. The Third from the a2,»w2n7%5, or Circaminceſ- 


ſon attributed likewiſe by the Fathers to them. 

4: The Fourth from the Repreſenration, which St. Aa- 
ftin makes of the Trinity, by the Mind, and its Three 
diſtin Faculties of Underſtanding, Memory, and Will. 
And, 

'5. TheFifth and Laſt from the @uziry of. the Original 
Principle, or Fountain of the Deity, or rather (fay 1) 
of the ſecond and third Perſors of the Trinity. 

All which I} ſhall examine diſtinaly, and in their or- 
der. But before I do fo, Ithink fit to give theReader an 
Account in one word of this Author's whole deſign in 
all che Particulars above ſpecified. And that 1s, to 
prove, that the 7nity of the Divine Nature conlifls in V- 
#ity of Operation, and then to ſuppoſe (for ne does not fo 
much as to go about to prove it) that this Znity of O- 
peration # Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. This1s the Sum Total of 
the Buſineſs ; but T now come to Particulars. And, 

Firſt, for the wiz exigyeie, quoted by him out of Greg. 
Nyſſex. Where, before we ſee how far it may be formed 
into an Argument, Fthink it requiſite to give ſonye Ac- 
count how this Author Diſcouries of it. I mult confeſs, F 
have ſometimes wondred, what deſign he cou'd havein 
ſo zealouſly exploding thoſe commonly received Terms 
of Sub/tance, Eſſence and Nature irom any application of 
them to God: which here he does again atreih, telling 
uSin Page 115. lines 24, 25, 26, 27. That it confounds 
our minds when we talk of the Numerical Unity of the God- 
head to have the leaſt Conception or Thought about the Di- 
ftinition and Union of Natures and Eſſences. And that 
therefore we areto (peak of God only in words import- 


ing Energy or Operation : And accordingly tor this reaſon: + 


Gr. 
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Gr. Nyſſen expreiles God by ©:2T1 and 02, words 
nor ſigmfying Nature or Eſſence, but only Sight and In- 
ſpeftion; Nay and this Author has gone a /tep much be- 
yond this, plainly telling us, That the Father and the Son 
are Energy or Operation, Page 132. Line 13. And that Na- 


ture and Fnergyare the ſame inGod,P.13 3.1.20.and confe- 


quently, That we are to entertain no other Conception 
of God, but as of a pure imple Operation. And thus, when, 
we have degraded the Divine Nature from Subſtance to 
Operation, it is but ove ſtep more to degrade it to bare 
Notion. This conceit of this Author, I ſay, at firlt I 
could not but wonder at, but am ſince pretty well aware 
of what he drives at by it. And thar is in ſhort, That 


' he thinks it a much eaſier Matter to make A4d:0n, or 0- 


peration, than Subſtance, Eſſence, or Nature paſs for Mu- 
tual Conſciouſneſs : And this upon good Reaſon, I am fa- 
tisfied, is the Thing he deſigns : But I believe he will 
fall ſhort of fetching hs Mutual-Conſciouſneſs out of ei- 
ther of them. And therefore firſt to Correct that Crude 
Notion of his, That we muſt not ſpeak of God in Terms im- 
porting Nature, but Operation ; | deſire this Bold Man (as I 
urged before in Chap. 2 ) to tell me whether the Names 
of Fahand Jehovah, and I am that Tam, by which, God 
revealed himſelf ro his People, were not Names of Nature 
and Eſſence 2and whether God revealed them for any other 
purpoſe than that he might be Kown and under/tood by 
them 2 But for all this he will have usto know from Gr. 
Nyſſen, That the Divine Nature is quid axgTuwreagv #, 
ep2&v, a Thing above Name or Expreſſion. And it 
is ſo, I confeſs, as to an adequate complete Conception or 
Deſcription of it. But then, I ask him, are not rhe Di- 
vine Operations ſo too? Are weable tocomprehend them 
perfectly, and to the utmoſt of whar, and how they are? 
When tie Pſalmilt tells us, that God has put darkneſs - 

er 
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der his feet, Pi21. 18.9. and that his footſteps are not known, 
Pſa). 77. 19. And the Apoſtle in Rom. 11. 33. That his 
Judgments are unſearchable, and his ways paſt finding out. 


And are not theſe paſſages an Account of his Dealings. 
and Operations in the Government of the World? And 


yet ſurely, notwithſtanding all this, we may have ſome 
true, though imperfe&t Conceptions both of his Nature 
and of his Operations alſo: And I deſire this Aſſuming 
Man to inform me, What ſhould hinder, but that ſo 
much as we Conceive of God, we may likewiſe expreſs, 
and (what is more) prove too? For though Gregory 
Nyſſen has told us, That the Divine Nature is unexpreſſi- 
ble, yet, I hope, a Thing may be proved, though the 
Nature of it cannot always be throughly expreſſed. But 
the Truth is, he makes this Father Argue at a very odd 
rate. For hetells us, Page 115. That one way, by which 
Gregory Nyſſes undertakes to prove, That the 6uwoYnw, 
or Specifick Sameneſs of Nature, (as this Man underſtands 
it) proves a Numerical Unity of Nature in the Divine 
Perſons, is, becauſe the Name [ God ] does not fo pro- 
perly ſignifie the Divine Nature as ſomething relating to 
| #t : Which is a rare Proof indeed ; it being as much as 
to ay, that the 64c0Sow, or Sameneſs of Nature, proves 
one God, becauſe [God] does not fignifie Nature, But 
St. Gregory is far from arguing ſo (which, beſides the 
Abſurdity of it, is only dexying inſtead of proving) but 
he proves Sameneſs and Unity of Nature, by Sameneſs, or 
Unity of Operation; and that ſurely he might very well 
do, without making nity of Nature only an Unity of 
Operation. And no leſs abſurd is it, to repreſent St. Gre- 
gory making Unity of Operation one way whereby the 
$4087, or Specifick Sameneſs of Nature, proves a Nume- 

rical Unity of Nature : For though Unity of Operatzon it 
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ſelf proves this, yet ſurely it is not a Medium, whereby 
a Specifick Unity of rhe ſaid Natare, does, or can prove 


it. 


But to proceed, That Aſſertion of this Author, [Thax 
God is properly Energy, or Operation] contains in it more 
Abſurdities than one. For firſt he takes Energy and Ope- 
ration for the fame Thing ; whereas #:214z 15 properly 
vis aftiva, and Operation is only the #{:yyou, or adtuat 
Exerciſe of that vis, or Power. Bur whether it ſignifies 
one or both, it iscertain, that God is properly neither of 
them. For (asI have ſhewn before)) we muft fpeak of 
God as we areable to conceive of him; and we conceive 
of God not as ofan Aon, but as of an Agent ; that is, 
as of a Subſtance afting, or exerting it {elf ; and upon this 
AccountI do here tell this Author, that it is'impottible 
for Humane Reaſon to conceive of Aion, or Operation, 
but as founded in Subſtance ; and that nothing would more 
confound and overturn all the Methods, Ways, and 
Notions of Men's Minds, than to endeavour to conceive 
of it otherwiſe. And therefare if God is ſometimes cal- 
led {24iz, or Adion, itis by a Metonymy of the Ad- 
jun& for the Subje&, or the Effect for the Cauſe ; for 
truly and properly heis not ſo. And now, if this Au- 
thor ſhall think to take SanQuary in that known Expref- 
ſion of God, That he is a pure imple 44, he may pleafe to 
take notice, that the Term A# is Ambiguous ; and 
ſometimes fignifies an Aus Entitativus, which is no 
more than the Entzty, or Being of a Thing, and ſome- 
times an Aus Phyſficus, which is the Operation, or Ex- 
ertion of ſome Attive Power. And it is in the former 
ſenſe only in which God is faid to be a pure ſimple 4, 
and not in the latter. And, by this Author's Favour, 
every Subſtance, Efſence, or Nature is ſuchan A; which 

quite 
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' Quite ſpoils all his fine Notion about expreſſing God only 
by Terms of Energy and Operation, in excluſion of thoſe 
of Nature, Eſſence and Subſtance. This I thought fit to 
premiſe, as throwing up the very foundation of all his 
Arguments, and indeed of his whole Hypotheſis. 

m_ fo I come to his Argument, the Sum of which, 
15 tn1s; | 

That the Divine Nature is Divine Energy, or Opera- 
tion ; and therefore, That the T/nity of Divine Opera: 
tion, is Unity of Divine Nature ; and. Laſtly, That this 
@nity of Divine Nature is Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, . — 

Now it 'is' certain, That there is not one of all theſe 
Three Propoſitions true ; but that is no fault of mine : 
ſince if they- were caſt into a Syllogiſm, . that would not 


mend tre Matter ; for -the Syllogiſm muſt proceed! 


thus. | | 
nity of Divine Energy, or Operation, is Mutual- 

Conſciouſneſs. | | 
Unity of Divine Nature Unity of Divine Energy, 

or Operation. 
And therefore, ©/nify of Divine Nature is Mutual- 

Conſciouſneſs. 

Every one of which Proportions is ſtill falſe. And 
yet I ſhall referr it to this Author himſelf, or to any one, 
who has Read and Conſidered his Book, to form a bet- 
ter Argument from what he has faid of a wiz ii23ez, 
with reference to the preſent Subject, ifhe can. ' 

Nevertheleſs whether it be an Argument, or no Ar- 
gument, my Anſwer to his Allegation of the jiz tv{z- 
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yz, with relation to the Znity of the Divine Nature, and 


to Mutual-Conſciouſneſs, is thus. _—_ 
Firſt, That it is one Thing to be a Proof of a Thing, 
and another to be that wherein the Nature of the Thing 


proved, does conſiſt, Thus actual Ratiocination-is a 
"COC 3 _ _ certain 
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to be a Proof of the wiz oz; 
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certain Proof of a Principle of Reaſon, yet nevertheleſs: 
it is not that wherein a Principle of Reaſon does conſiſt 


ſince that may be and continue, when actual Ratiocinati- 
: on ceaſes. Inlike-manner I will allow the wuz wicyun, 


>” 


But I abſolutely deny, 


Fhat the @7»; of the Energy, is that wherein the 7c 
of the Nature 1s, or ought to be placed; or that the Fa- 
thers ever accounted it ſo, how truly and ſtrongly ſoever 
# might, in their Judgment, inſerr.it.. 

What the Fathers deſigned to prove by nity of Ope- 
ration in the Three Divine Ferſons, is evident trom the 


| following Paſſages ; (to v 


*Ny 5 #-vigpree pic X) u PUINs mevTWs 1 
our) TeTuyp &iv, Greg. Nyſſen. in Orat. Dom. 
Nat. 3. S 

"Op al aura} tigſheu TETwy %; 1 8014 wit, 
arfgyeray me] eggs a) ys wia'ws 70 mUNCHAID av 
Sewmav. %4 mAWW, ay av 6 ram mh 6 y0s 
euolos mIH ae X) Boi wa TLTE95 y ys Ba- 
fil. lib: g. contra Eunomium. x xv 1 Þ exsghhias 

P 2-4 . \ WS 5. I. 9s. , Ll 
TauTeTls 6341 @dTe9s Ky YE & amis GVEUUAL 
Seixvum ongas 737 voids dragdnaax)oy. Baſil 
Epif. ad Euftathium. Non poteſt operatio efle 


diverſa ubi non ſolum zqualis, verum etiam. 


indiſcreta Natura. 4uguſt. Serm, de Verbo Dom. 
G3. Cap. 3. 


the Fatherdoes, that likewiſ 
there is but one Eſſence of the Father and. the Son. 


'hich Twenty times as ma- 


ny might be added } Gregory 
Nyſesrtells us,that thoſe whoſe 
Energy is the ſame, have their 
Nature altogether the ſame, 
And St. Bafth, That thoſe who 
have the ſame Operations have 
alſo :the ſame Eſſence [ oe Sub- 
ſtance.] But the Operation 
[orEnergy ] of the Father and 
the Son is one, as appears in 
that Expreſſion, Let us make 
Man. And again, Whatſoever 


e does the Son, and therefore 


And a- 


eain, The Sameneſs of Operation: in the Father, Son, and 
Floly Ghoſt, evidently ſhews, That there is no difference in 


their Eſſence, or Subſtance: 


And accordingly St. Auſtiz, 


The Operation caunot be diverſe;where the Nature is not on: 
ly equal, but alſo undivided. From all which, it is moſt 
clear, That the Fathers-alledge this Znity of Operation 
only-as a Proof or Argument of this nity of Nature, or 
Efence : And theretare, ſince nothing can be.a prool of 
It. 
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7* ſelf, That they did not take nity of Operation, and 
Unity of Nature for one and the ſame Thing. But, 

Secondly, Suppoling ( but not granting ) that it were 
fo, viz. That Unity of Operation did not only prove; 
but really was it ſelf this @nity of Nature, or Eſſence ; 
yer how will this Author prove, that nity of Nature, 
or Unity of Operation 1s properly Mutual-Conſciouſneſs 2 
Fs there ſo much as one Tittle in the Fathers expreſling, 
or neceſſarily implying, thar it is ſo? And as to the Rea- 
fon of the Thing it felt; Will any one ſay, Thar there 
15 no other #ir{24z belonging to the Divine Nature, but 
Mutual-Conſciouſneſs 2 Or that this {23412 in the whole 
Latitude and Coinpaſs of it extends no further 2 Nay, 
on the contrary, does it not Exert it ſelf in Infinite other 
Ads? And, what is yet more, does it not more pro- 
perly belong toany other of the Divine Acts, than to an 
Adt of Knowledge 2 (bare Knowledge, as ſuch being of it 
ſelf unoperative) and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs is but an AZ 
of Xnowledge. - 7 am aſhamed to diſpute ſerioully 
againſt ſuch Stuff, | h 

2. His next Argument'to prove, That Mutual-Conſci- 
ouſneſs is formally that Unity of Nature which is inthe Three 
Divine Perſons, is taken from another Expreſlion of the 
ſaid Gregory. Nzſſen.; viz. That there is amongſt the Di- 
vine Perſons, wiz uno #, NaxITUN TS TH A495: PLA 
&aTA, Concerning which, this Author has the bold- 
neſs to appeal to any one to judge, whether this wiz «i 
mos EsAnucatHh, this-fingle Motion of the Will, which 


197 | 


at:the ſame inttant, is in Farher, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, © 


can ſignific any thing but Mutual Conſciouſneſs, which 
makesthem Numerically One; Page 117. LinesS, 9; 10, 
&c. And he adds, That it 1s impoſſible they thould 


have ſuch a fingle Motion of Wull paſſing through them 
all, without this Mutual Conſciouſneſs, Page 12 4. Lines 


30, 


i” 
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309, 31, And this is the Sum of his Argument from the 
pit 1O1T1% SN ect Od, 

In Anſwer to which, before I addreſs my ſelf to his 
Argument, I will give fome Account of rhe Quotation. 
In which, by his Favour, we are to take the ſenſe of 
the Father's words from the Father himſelf, and not 
from the Inferences which he who Quotes them, thinks 
fit to draw from rhem (how good ſoever he may be at 
that Work.) Now, what St. Gregory means by them, 
appears plainly by his manner of Reaſoning. The Queſti- 
on before him was,Whether the Three Divine Perſons were 
Three Gods > Which St. Gregory denies, and amoneg(t other 
Proofs, ſays, That God is the Name of Exergy,and from the 
Unity of Energy,provesthe@nityoftheDetty,and that three 
Perſons are but one God becauſe the Operation is the ſamein 
all. To this he raiſes an Objection from the Sameneſs of 
Faculty,Ofice or Operation amongit Men,as Geometricians, 
Husbandmen,Orators,whoſe Office, Buſineſs and Operations, 
(in their reſpe&tive way) are the ſame ; which yet does 
not hinder, but that they are ſtill Three or more ſeveral 
Men. To which he Anſwers, that theſe act ſeperately 
and by themſelves ; but that it is not ſo in the Divize 
Nature ; no Perſon in the Holy Trinity, doing any Thing 
by himſelf only,or acting ſeparately from the other Two, 
but that there is one and the ſame Motion ond Diſpoſe 
tion of Will paſſing from-the Father, through the Sox, 
to the Holy Ghoſt. This 1s the force of St. Gregory's Rea- 
ſoning, and the plain meaning of it is no more but this, 
That Three Men aQting the ſame Thing, are ſtill Three 
Men, becauſe they act ſeparately and by themſelves: 
but that the Three Perſonsin the 7 rinity, are but One God, 
becauſe they do not act ſeparately, but that there is the 
ſame Motion and Diſpoſition of Will in all the Three 
Perſons ; as, on the contrary, Three Men's not having 


One 
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one and the ſame Motion of Will, equally proves, That 
they are not Oze, but Zhree ſeveral Men ; and accord- 
mgly makes a manifeſt difference between Three Men 
acting the fame Thing, and the Operation of the Three 
Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity : which is the Sum of 
St. Gregory's Anfwer to the forementioned Objection. 
And now, what does all this prove 2 Why truly neither 
of thofe Two Things, which this Author mutt prove, or 
he proves nothing, viz. That this Unity of Motion, and 
Diſpoſition of Will, is properly and formally Unity of Di- 
vixe Nature : And next, That this Unity of Divine Na- 
ture is properly Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. Theſe two Things, 
I fay, it is incumbent upon him to prove : But how it 
can be done from the fore-mentioned Words, or Argu- 
ment of Gregory Nyſſen, I believe, will poſe the Learned'ſt 
Man ative to ſhew, | 

The proper Anſwer therefore to this Argument will 
be much the ſame with that juſt before given to the Ar- 

ment drawn from the yz 2rizuz, of which this 
wiz xiwnos BNuaTtH is but a Branch) and it proceeds 
thus. 

Firſt, T deny the wiz wiwnosy Beriuart to be any 
more than a proof of the nity of the Divine Nature ; 
juft as either the Efef, or the Cauſality is a ſure proof 
of the Cauſe ; bur for all that, is not the Cauſe : or as a 
Conſequent proves its Antecedent without being the 
Antecedent, or that wherein the Natzre of the Antece- 
dent does confiſt. 

Secondly, In the next place I deny that piz zwnoy 
EsAiuaetA, is formally and properly the ſame with Mu- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs, any more than an At, or-Motion of 
the W311, is formally the ſame with an Act of the Znder- 
Panding : And before this Author takes it for granted, 
(which is his conſtant way of proving things) "_ 
tnart 
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that he make it appear, That SsAnuz, or gAncy, and 
do, or war, fignifie formally one and the ſame 
Thing: And it was boldly done of him ( to ſay the 
leaſl) to appeal to his Reader about a Thing, in which, 
if he underſtood the difference between an Att of Yoli- 
tion, and an Af of Intelleftion, he mult certainly judge 
againſt him. 

But it may be reply'd, That this viz &sAno, does at 
leaſt inſerr a wiz 9&0, Gdvo, or owed, I grant it 


may : But affirm, That this is nothing to his Furpoſe 


unleſs it could follow from hence, that that wv hich in- 
ferrs, or proves a Thing, 1s the very Thing which it in- 
ferrs and proves ; which it neither is, nor, for that Rea- 
ſon, can be. 

As for what he adds, That this peiz zwnowy BeAiuarO 
cannot be in the Three Divine Perſons, without ſuch a Mu- 
fual-Conſciouſneſs : I do readily grant this alſo, Burin 
the mean time is not this Diator yet old enough to di- 
ſtinguiſh between the Cauſa fine qui non, or rather the 
Condition of a Thing, and the Ratio formalis, or Na- 
tare of that Thing ? Berween That, without which a 
Thing cannot be, and that, which that Thing properly 
zs > There can be no ſuch Thing as Szghr, without a due 
Circulation of the Blood and Spirits : But is ſuch a Circu- 
lation, therefore, properly an Act of Sight 2 Or an Act 
of Sight ſuch a Circulation 2 To diſpute this further, 
would be but to abuſc the Reader's Patience. 

And laſt of all, if this Author ſhould take advantage 
of thoſe words from Gregory Nyſſen, That God is the 
Name of Energy. Beſides, that it is not the bare Nota- 
tion, but uſe of the Word, that mult govern its ſignifica- 
tion : I would have this Author know, That God may 
have many Names, by which his Natare is not ſigniſi- 
ed ; as well as ſeveral others by which it is,and may be. 

But 
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But I muſt confeſs, it is a very pleaſant Thing ( as was 
in ſome meaſure hinted before ) to prove the Divine Na- 
ture to be Energy, becauſe the Name [ God] does not 
fgnifie Nature, but Energy, or Operation; whereas in Truth 
(if it proves any thing) it proves that Nature and Energy 
(applyed to Go) do by no means fignifie theſame Thing. 

And ſol have done with his Argument from the wiz 
x.yn7s Ppal ©, and effeftually demonſtrated, That 
there 15 not ſo much as the leaſt ſhew, or ſemblance of 
any proof from this, That Mutual Conſciouſneſs is properly 
that wherein the Unity of the Divine Nature in the Three 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity does conſiſt. © 

3. His Third Argument is from the Word meryupn- 
os, commonly Tranſlated Circuminceſſicn, and ſignity- 
ing a Mutual-Inexiſtence, or In-dwelling of each Perſon in 
the other Two. The Word was firſt uſed in this ſence 
(fo far as I can find) by Damaſcen, a Father of the 8th: 
Century. But the Thing meant by it, 1s contained in 
thoſe words of our Saviour in John 14. 11. 21. Believe 
me that I am in the Father, aud the Father in me; which, [ 
confels, are a ſolid and ſufficient proof of the nity and 
Identity of the Divine Nature, both in the Father and 
the So; and withal a very happy and ſignificant Ex- 
preſſion of the ſame. | 

But what is this to our Author's Purpoſe > And how 
does he prove this mexxwpms to be Mutual Conſciouſ- 
veſs > Why truly, by no Argument, or Reaſon produ- 
ced, or ſo much as offered at by him, but only by a con- 
fident, Over-bearing Affirmation, That there is no other 
Account to be given of that Mutual Tn-being of the Divine 
Perſons in each other, ( which the Fathers call meerqw- 
puns) but by Mutual Conſciouſneſs, Page 125. Lines 6, 
7, 8 
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But, by his leave, I muſt debate the caſe a little with 
him, before he carries it off fo. And in order to this, 1 
muſt tell him in the firſt place, That the Queſtion is not 
whether Mutxal Conſcionſneſs beſt explains this meergupn- 
os, but whether it be the merywpnos it (elf, and that me- 
exyopnas be the Unity of the Dzvine Natare in the Three 
Perſons? And in the next place, I demand of him, Whe- 
ther our Saviour's Words do not plainly and expreſly ſig- 
nifie the Mutual Ir being, or In exiſtence of the Perſons 
in one another, without any ſignification of their Mutu- 
al Conſciouſneſs at all> And if ſo, let me hear a Reaſon, 
Why we ſhould not take our Saviour s meaning from 
the Native ſignification of his own Words, rather than 
from thoſe of this Author. For will he venture to af- 
firm, That the Father 'cannot be in the Sor, and the 
Sor in the Father by a Mutual In-exiſtencein one another, 
but only by a Mutzal Knowledge of one another 2 Let 
him take heed what he ſays, and how he ventures be- 
yond his Depth. Or will he fay, That our Saviour 
meant the fame Thing with himſelf, but was »ot ſo hap- 
py in expreſſing it ? For no other Reaſon, but one of theſe 
two can be aſſigned, That when our Saviour expreſſes 
himſelf in Terms importing Matual Inexiſftexce, this 
Man ſhall dare to ſay, That he means nothing by them 
but Mutual Conſciouſneſs. I reſerr it to the Serions and 
Impartial Reader to Judge of the Horrible Boldneſs of 
this Man : and withal, to obſerve how extremely he va- 
ries from himſelf about this meexywpnns and Mutual Con- 
ferouſneſs. For, | 

Firſt, He ſometimes fays, That Mutual Conſcionſneſs is 
the only thing wherein both the Unity of the Divine Nature, 
and this Mutual In-dwelling of the three Divine Perſons 
does Conſiſt, Page 124. lines 4, 5. And, | 


Secondly, 
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Secondly, He fays, That Mutual Conſciouſneſs is the 0n- 
ly thing that can explain, or give an account of this Mutual 
In dwelling, or meerywpnns, Page 125. lines 6, 7. 

To which I Anſwer, "That when he ſpeaks of giving 
an account of this me upnms, if he means only an Ac- 
count that there is ſuch a Thing belonging to the Drvine Per- 
ſons, our Saviour's Words have given a ſufficient Ac- 
count of that already. But, 

Secondly, If he means ſuch an Account of it, as ex- 
plains and makes clear to us the Natare of it, by ſhew- 
ing what it is, and how it 3s, T deny that any fuch Ac- 
count can be given ( or perhaps #nder/toad) by Humane 
Reaſon; and much leſs, that his Mutual Conſciouſneſs does 
or can g1ve it. 

Concerning which, I ſhall ask him this one Queſtion, 
eiz, Whether the three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity ate 
not Muatually Conſcious to one another of their Mutual 
In-exiſtence in one another? I ſuppoſe he will not ( be- 
caufe he dares not) deny it. And if he grants it, then 
it manifeſtly follows, That their Mutual Inexiſtence in 
one another, is in Order of Nature before their Mutual 
Conſciouſneſs ; and conſequently cannot be the fame with 
it, nor confiſt in it. For certainly thoſe Divine Perfons 
muſt Exiſt Mutzally in one another, before they can 
-"_ , or be Conſcious to themſelves that they do 
0. 

So that weſee here, that nothing is, or can be conclu- 
ded from this mrerywpnms for his Mutual Conſciouſneſs, 
whether we conſider the ſe of the Word, or the Natare 
of the Thing. But let us ſee, how he makes good his 
Point from the Authority of the Fathers, which was the 
grand Thing undertook by him in this his 4h. Section. 
And here as for the Fathers, he both Deſpiſes and Re- 
proaches them, and that very groſly too. For firſt he 
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tells us,” That ſuch an Union amongſt the Divine Ferſons 
( as is expreſſed by the word mee:zxwpnns). they all agree 
in, but how to explain it they knew not, Page 125. lines 
17, 18. And why then, in the Name of God, does he 
referr to the Fathers to juſtifie his Explanation of that, 
which in the very ſame Breath he ſays, Zhey knew 
ot how to Explain? And the Truth is, the Fathers never. 
owned themſelves able to explain it; and that for a very 
good Reaſon, wiz. becauſe they held it unexplicable 
and unconceivable ; and not for that ſcandalous Reaſon 


- given by him, viz. That they had groſs Material Con- 


ceptions of the Deity, by conceiving of 1t as of a Sub- 
ſtance, Page 125. lines 27, 28. For, ſays he, within 
two lines after, Had they Contemplated God as a pure 


Mind, it had been eaſie to explain this meeryupnns, or In- 


dwelling of the Divine Perſons in each other. Good God ! 
That any Profeſſor of Divinity ſhould call that eafte to ex- 
plain, which the Reaſon of all Mankind has hitherto 
bent under, as a thing too great, and myſterious for it 
to comprehend, or to grapple with ' So that if ever we 
have cauſe to cry out s 34S, 1t is here: Or that he 
ſhould tax all thoſe, who own theml(elves at a lofs about 
it, for not Contemplating God as a pure Mind But to him, 
I confeſs, who can conceive of ſuch a pure Mind, as is 
no Subſtance; that is to ſay, in other words, No being ; 
(For I am ſure he will not ſo mach as pretend it to be 
an Accident ) to Him, I fay, I cannot wonder, if nothing 
ſeem difficult, or myſterious. In the mean time, it is 
thameleſs and inſufferable in this Man to ſay, as he does, 
Page 100, 101. That his Explication of the Trinity is not 
new, but the fame with that of the Fathers;and afterwards 
in purſuance of this Aſſertion, to lay, 7hat the Fathers 
knew not how to explain it ; and to give this as a Reaſon of 
their not knowing how to do ſo, viz. That they had - 
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groſs Notions of God, that they could not conceive rightly of 
this Myſtery. For this he has roundly affirmed ; and 
therefore ought in all Reaſon, either to prove this Charge 
upon the Fathers, or to give the World, and the Church 
of England in particular, ſatisfaction for ſpeaking o falle- 
ly and ſcandalouſly of ſuch glorious Lights and principal 
Pillars of the Chriſtian Church; and ſuch as, I dare ſay, 
never Preached nor Prayed in any Conventicle, ] 

But what the Doctrine of the Fathers is concerning 
this m2e:y%prns, and how they underſtood thoſe words 
of our Saviour (expreſſed by this Term) is manifeſt 
from the Teſtimony of two or three of them, which 1 
ſhall ſet down, as (in ſo known a caſe ) abundantly ſut- 
—_ St. Cyril of Alex- LE 
audria, fays expreſly, Chriſt's , & wh? TY, TSTOv oy CMzive KeiketvOr 
ſaying, charheisintheFather, 3 te Corda A ROY 
and the Father in him, ſhews Þ- 199. | 
the Indentity of the Deity,aud 
the Unity of the Subſtance, or 
Eſſence. And ſo likewiſe id. 2 db 
Athanaſius: Accordingly there- 'Eya © 4TH Y--Jng iodere G59. % 
fore (ſays he) Chriſt having T6 werel ud NlaThg & 3pot Iva * wi Tav- 
faid before, 1 and my Father aan Deane os ang 
are one: He adds, I am in ws 
the Father, and the Father in 
me, that he might ſhew both 
the Identity of the Divinity, ve 
and the Unity of Eſſence. And per in fitio eft & filivs in Parre per inſe- 
lo again St. Hilary . The Fa. parabilis Natucz Unitarem, Hilarius de Trini- 
ther is in the Son, and the Son > 9: 8. 
in the Father, by the Unity of 
an inſeparable [Undrvided) Nature. By. which Paſlages, I 
ſuppole any Man of ſenle will perceive, That the thing 
which the Fathers meant and gathered from thoſe words 

of 
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of our Seviour (ſince expreſſed by. this Terry, wpnms ) WAS 
no 7nity of Mutual Conſciouſneſs (which they never men- 
tion) but an rity of Eſſence, vr Natare (which they 
expreſly and conſtantly do.) Nor does this very Author 
deny it, as appears from his own words, though he 
quite perverts the ſence of the Fathers, by a very ſence- 
lets Remark upon them, Page 125. lines 20, 21. This 
Sameneſs [or Unity ] of Nature (fays he) might be the 
Canſe of this Union {in the Divine Perſons, ] viz by a 
mEerywonos, but not explain what this Intimate Union is. 
Now this Author has been already told, That the Que- 
ſtion here is not, what explains this Union, but what 
this Vnion is. But beſides this his miſtake of the Queſti- 
on, I deſire him to declare,what he means by the Cauſe of - 
this Znion, {( 2s he here expreſſes himfſelt.) For will he 
make an Union ( as he calls an @u:ty) in the Divine Per- 
ſons by Sameneſs of Nature, a Cauſe of their Intimate Union 
by a merywpuns, or Mucual In-being of them in each 0+ 
ther, and aſfirm alſo this mexywpnas to be the ſame thing 
with Mutual Conſciouſneſs ? It he does fo, he makes the 


- fame thing the Cauſe of it ſelf. For the Samene/s of Na- 
. tare in the three Perfons, and their Mutual Ir-being, or Tn- 


dwelling, are the very ſame thing, and the ſame nity, 


| though differently expreſſed. But however, if we take 


him at his own word, it will efteQtually overthrow his 
Hypotheſis. For if the Sameneſs of the Divine Nature in 
the three Perſons, be (as he ſays) the cauſe of this m+- 
erywpnns, and this meaxupnns be the fame with Mutual 
Conſciouſneſs ; it will and mult follow, That this Same- 
neſs, or Unity of Nature can no more conſiſt in Mutual 
Conſciouſneſs, than the Cauſe can conſiſt in its Efef, or the 
Antecedent in its Conſequent. And this Inference ſtands 


firm and unanſwerable againſt him. 


But 
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But as to the Truth of the Thing it ſelf, though we 
allow and grant the Unity of the Divine Nature in the 


Three Perſons, and the Mutual In-being, or In-dwelling of 


the faid Perſons in each other, to be the ſame Thing, 
yet we deny, That this their Mutual I»-being is the fame 
with their Mutual Conſciouſneſs. But that their Mutual 
Conſciouſneſs follows and reſults from it, and for that cauſe 
cannot be formally the ſame with it. And ſo I have done 
with his 34. Argument, which he has drawn from the 
meexopnos, and 1s indeed nothing elſe, but a bold down- 
right Perverſion of Scripture, and a groſs Abule of the Fa- 
thers. 

4. His fourth Argument is from an Allegation out of 
St. Auſtin, who, though he does not ( as our Author 
confeſſes) Name this Mutual Conſciouſneſs, yet he explains 
a Trinity in Unity (as he would perſwade us) by Exam- 
ples of Mutual Conſciouſneſs ; particularly by the Unity 
of three Faculties of Underſtanding, Memory and Will 
im the ſame Soul, all of them Mutually Conſcious to one ano- 
ther of the ſeveral Aits belonging to each of them. And his 
9th. Book is ſpent upon this Argument ; In which he 
makes the mind, conſidered with its knowledge of it ſelf, 
and its Iove of it ſelf (all three of them (as he ſays) bur 
one and the ſame Thing) a faint Reſemblance of the Tri- 
nity in Unity, And this is, what he Argues from St. 
Auſtin. | 

To which I Anſwer. 

Firſt, That Faint Reſemblances are far from being ſo- 
1:d Proofs of any Thing ; and that, although fimilitudes 
may ſerve to illuſtrate a thing otherwiſe proved, yet 
they prove and conclude nothing. The Fathers deed 
are full of them both upon this and ſeveral other SabjeQs, 
but ſtill they uſe them for Illuſtration only, . and nothing 


elfe. And it is a ſcurvy fign that Proofs and Arguments 
run 


hes 


Animadverſions, &C; 


_ run very low with this Author, when he paſſesover thoſe 


Principal Places in which the Fathers have plainly, open- 
ly and profeſſedly declared their Judgment upon this 
great Article, and endeavours to gather their ſence of it 
only from Similitudes and Alluſions; which looks like a 
deſign of putting his Reader off with ſcmething like an 
Argument, and not an Argument, and of which the Tail 
ſtands where the Head ſhould: For according to the true 
Method of proving _ the Reaſon ſhould always 
go firlt, and the Simzlitade come after; but by no means: 
ought the Simzlitude ever to be put inſtead of the Rea: 
ſon. But, | 

Secondly, To make it yet clearer, how unconcluſive 
this Author's Allegation from St. A4u/tin is, I ſhall de- 
monſtrate, That this Father does not here make uſe of 
an. Example of Mutual Conſciouſneſs, by ſhewing the great 
diſparity between the thing alledged, and the thing 
which it is applyed to,and thar, as to the very Caſe,which 
it is alledged for. For we muſt obſerve, That the Mu- 
tual Conſciouſneſs of the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity is * 
ſuch, as.is fully and entirely in each Perſo» ; ſo that bv 


_ virtue thereof every one of them is truly and properly 


Conſcious of all that belongs to the other Two. But it 
is by no means ſo in thoſe three Faculties of the Soul, 
@nderſtanding, Memory, and Will. For though the @»- 
derffanding indeed be Conſcions to all that paſſes in the 
W:1l, yet I deny the Will to be Conſcious to any Thing, 
or Act that paſſes either in the Underſtanding, or the 
Memory, and it is impoſſible it ſhould be fo, without 
exerting an Act of Knowledge, or Intelle&tion; which 
to aſcribe to the Faculty of the Wi/l, would be infinitely 
abſurd. It is true indeed, That one*and the ſame Soul 
15.Conſcious to it ſelf of the As of all theſe three Facul- 
ties: Bur till it is by virtue of its Intelleftual Faculty 


alone, 
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alone, that it is ſo. And the like is to be aid of its 
Knowledge and of its Love of it ſelf : For though it berhe 
fame Soul which both Knows and Loves it ſelf, yet it 
neither knows it ſelf by an A& of Love, nor loves it ſelf 
by an Act of Xzowledge any more, than it can Wil by 
an Act of the Memory, or Remember by an A of the 
Will, which is 1mpoſſible : and amongſt other proofs that 
it is ſo, it ſeems to me a very conſiderable one, That, if 
a Man could remember by his Will, this Author in all 
lkelyhood, would not forzet himſelf fo often as he does. 
[t is clear therefore on the one ſide, That the 4s of n- 
derſtauding, Memory, and W1/l, neither are nor can be 
Acts of Mutual Conſciouſneſs; and on the other, that Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt do every one of them Exert 
Adts of Mutual Conſciouſneſs upon one another, and con- 
 fequent]y, that, as to this thing, there is a total entire 
differcnce between both ſides of the Compariſon. For 
which cauſe 1t is to be hoped, that this Author himſelf 
will henceforth Conſult the Credit of his own Reaſon ſo 
far, as to give over proving, That the Unity of the Divine 
Nature in the three Bleſſed Perſons conſiſts wholly and ſolely 
in the Mutual Conſciouſneſs of the ſaid Perſons, by Exam- 
ples taken from ſuch Created Things as are by no means 
Mutrally Conſcious to one another. 

But to manifeſt yet ſurther the Vanity of this his Al- 
legation out of St. Au/?za, I ſhall plainly ſhew, where- 
in this Father placed the nity of the Three Divine Per- 
ſons. And that, in ſhort, is 4 the Unity of their Nature, 
Eſſence, and Subſtance. This 
7s the Cathel:ck Faith (fays Parrem, Fiſtum & Spiricum Sanqum. unius 
he) that we believe Father, ejuſdemque Subſtantiz, Lb, 1, de Trinitate, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt to be of C2. 4: 
one and the ſame Subſtance. 


E e And 
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And again, Let us believe 
Credamus ergo in Patrem & Filium & Spi- 74 the Father, Son, and Holy 


iirum Santum + Hzc zterna ſunt 8 incom- 
mutabilia, id eft, Unus Deus, Unius Subſtan- Ghoſs. Ti heſe are Eternal and 


tiz, Trinitas 2rerna. Ibid. Unchangeable, that is, One 
God, of one Subſtance, the 

Eternal Trinity. And moreover, ſpeaking of ſuch as 

would have Three Gods to be Worſhipped, he adds, 

That they know not what is the 

Neſciunt enim quid fit Una eademque Sub- meaning of one and the fame 
ſtanria, &c, Lib. de Agone Chriſtian, Subſtance, and are deceived 
by their own Fancies; and 

becauſe they ſee Three Bodies ſeparate in three Places, the, 

think the Subſtance of God is ſo to be underſtood. : 

I think it very needleſs to add the like Teſtimonies 
from other Fathers (how numerous and full ſoever they 
may be) for our Author having here quoted only St. 
Auſtin, | ſhall confine my Anſwer to his Quotation, and 
think it enough for me to over-rule an Inference from 
a Similitude taken out of St. Auſtin, by a Plain, . Lite- 
ral, Unexceptionable Declaration of St. Auſtin's Opi- 
nion. 

The Sum of the whole Matter is this, That the thing 
to te proved by this Author, is, That the Three Divine 
Perſons are One, only by an Unity of Mutual Conſciouſneſs ; 
And to prove this, he produces only a Similitude out of 
St. Auſtin, and that allo, a Simzilitude taken from things, 
in which no ſuch thing as Mutual Conſciouſneſs is to be 
found. By which it appears, that his Argument is ma- 
nifeſtly lame. of both Legs, and, as ſuch, I leave it to ſhift 
for it ſelf. 

5. In the fifth and laſt place, He tells us, That the 
Fathers alſo reſolved the Unity of the God head in the three 
Divine Perſons into the Unity of Principle ; meaning there- 
by, that though there be three Divine Perſons in the God- 

| head, 
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head, Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt; yet the Father is the 
Original and Fountain of the Deity, who begets the Son of 
kis own Subſtance; and from whom, and the Son, the 
Holy Ghoſt eternally proceeds of the ſame Subſtance with the 
Father and Son; ſo that there is but one Principle and 
Fountain of the Deity, and therefore but one God, Page 
128. line 6. 

Now all this 1s very true ; but how will our Author 
bring it to his purpoſe 2 Why, thus, or not at all, x, 
That the Numerical Unity of Nature 1n the three Divine 
Perſons, by being founded in, and reſolved into this Vz- 
ty of Principle, does therefore properly conſiſt in Mutual 
Conſciouſneſs. This, I fay, muſt be his Inference, and 
it is a /arze ſtep, I confeſs, and larger than any of the 
Fathers ever made: Nevertheleſs without making it, 
this Author mult fit down ſhort of his Point. And yet 
if he really thinks, that his Point may be concluded 
from hence, why, in the Name of Sence and Reaſon 
might he not as well have argued from Ge. i. 1. That 
God created the Heavens aud the Earth, and that there- 
fore the Three Divine Perſons are and muſt be one, only 
by an @nity of Mutual Conſciouſneſs? For it would have 
followed every whit as well from this as from the other, 
But, fince the Creation of both, I believe, never Man 
diſputed as this Man does, while he pretends to prove 
his Matnal Conſciouſneſs from the Unity of Principle in the 
 Oeconomy of the Divine Perſons: And yet, if he does not 
deſign to prove it from thence, to what purpoſe is this 
Unity of Principle here alledged, where the only Point 
to be proved is, That the nity of the Divine Nature 
in the three Perſons is only an Unity of Mutual Conſciouſ- 
neſs ? 
"i to come a little cloſer to him. If this Author can 


make it out, that the Father Communicates his Sub- 
Eez ſtance 
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ſtance to the Sov, and the Father and the Son together 
Communicate the fame to the Zoly Ghoſt by one Eternal 
Ad of Mutual Conſciouſneſs, common to all three Perſons, 
then his Argument from Unity of Principle to an Unity of 
Natare, Jow. in Mutual Conſciouſneſs, may ſignifie and 
conclude ſomething ; but this he attempts not, nor if he 
ſhould, would he or any Man living be everableto prove 
It. | 
But he is for coming over this Argument again, and 
tells us, That ( as Petavius well obſerves ) it does not of it 
ſelf prove the Unity ( that is to ſay, the Numerical Unity ) 
of the God: head, but only the ougemwTys, or Sameneſs of Na- 
ture, 1. e. as he elſewhere explains himſelf, | the Specifick 
Sameneſs of Nature.) And that therefore the Fathers thought 
fit to add, That God begets a Son, not without, but 
within Himſelf, Page 128. line 17, &c. 

In Anſwer to which Obſervation, though it affes 
the Point of Mutual Conſciouſneſs ( the only thing now 
in hand ) no more than what he had alledged before; 
yet in vindication both of the Fathers and of Petavius 
himſelf, I muſt needs tell this Author, Thats it is equally 
an Abuſe to both. For as to the Fathers, it has been 
ſufficiently proved tohim, That neither is there any ſuch 
thing as a Specifick Unity, or Sameneſs of Nature in the 
Divine Perſons, nor that the Fathers ever owned any 
fuch, but ſtill by the eugyavoy, held only a Numerical T- 
nity of Nature, and no other; fo that their ſaying, That 
God begot a Son within himſelf, was rather a further Ex- 
plication of the ougsnoy, than any Addition at all to it. 
And as for Petavius, whereas this Man ſays, That he 
has obſerved, 7hat this Argumentation of the Fathers,does 
not of it ſelf prove the Numerical Unity of the God-head in 
the three Perſons; I averr, That Petawins oblerves no 
ſuch thing. He fays indeed, If this Reaſoning _ 

rom 
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from Unity of Principle ) were confidered Atſolutely and 
Univerſally, it would prove rather a Specifick than a Nu- 
merical Unity of Nature, and gives a Reaſon ſor it from 
Humane Generation: But then he does by no means fay, 
That the Fathers Arguments in this Cafe ought to be fo 
conſidered, but” plainly limits 
them to the Divine Generati- 


ſerts, That when the Father Cap. 15, 

begets the Son, he Communi- 

cates to him the ſame Numerical Subſtance and Nature, and 
ſays expreſly, That the force and ſtrength of the Fathers 
Argumentation is taken from the proper Condition and Na- 
ture of the Divinity, and the Divine Generation, from 
whence they colleft, not any kind of Unity of Eſſence, but 
only a Singular and Numerical Unity in the three Divine 
Perſons : Which he makes good by Inſtances from St. 
Athanaſius and St. Hilary. And this is the true ſtate of 
the Caſe. and ſhews, That Petavius underſtood the Fa- 
thers ; whether he, who takes upon him to be his Cor- 
rector and Confuter, does or no. In the mean time it is 
ſhameleſs to inſinuate in this manner, that Petavius re- 
preſented theſe Arguments of the Fathers, as proving on- 
ly the [Specifick] Sameneſs of Nature, and not the Nume- 
rical Unity of the God-head, when he plainly ſhews, Thas 
they deſigned thereby to prove a.Numerical Unity of Ef- 
ſence in the Divine Perſons, and nothing elle. 

But this Author ſeems to aſſume to himſelf a peculiar 
Privilege of faying what he will, and of whom he will. In 
which nevertheleſs I cannot but commend his Conduct, 
as little as I like his Arguing, For that,” as he makes 


ſo bold with ſo Learned and Renowned a Perſon as Peta- 
VIUS:; 


Ex propria Diviniratis divinzxque Genera- 
i tionis Condicione ac natura Vis & robur Ar- 
on, as of a peculiarkind, dif- gumenrationis iſtius petirur, quarenus non 
fering trom all others. And qualemcunque Efſen:iz Unicatem ſed Singu- 

be plainly: AC larem & Numeralem inefſe Tribus Perſonis 
CNEreupon NO lets Plannty 2Al- colligit. Petav. Dog. de Trinttate, Lib. 4. 
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wins ; 'So he wiſely does it now that he is laid faſt in his 
Grave. For had Petavius been living, and this Man 
wrote his Book in the ſame Language in which Pezavi- 
as wrote his (which, for a certain Reaſon, IT am pretty 
well fatisfied he never wonld ) there is no doubt but Pe- 
tavius would have toſſed him and his New Notzon of three 
diſtin infinite Spirits, long (ince, in a Blanket, and eft- 
fectually taught him the difference of inſulting over a 
great Man when his Head is low, and when he is able to 
defend himſelf. | 

We have ſcen how little our Author has been able to 
ſcrve himſelf of the fore mentioned Reſolution of the T- 
uity of the Divine Nature, into an Unity of Principle, by 
way of Argument in behalf of his Mutual Crnſcionſneſs. 
Nevertheleſs, though it fails him, as an Argament, yer, 
that he may not wholly loſe it, he ſeems defirous to cul. 
tivate it asa Notiou; and upon that ſcore tells us, That 
it needs ſomething further both to Complete and Explain 
it, ( which, with reference to his own Apprehenſions of 
it, I eaſily believe) but however, I ſhall take ſome Ac- 
count of what he ſays, both as to the Completion, and 
Explication of it. And, 

Firſt, For the Completion. He tells us, That Father, Son, 
and Foly Ghoſt, are Eſſential to one God,and that upon this 
Account there muſt be neceſſarily three Perſcns in the T- 
mity of the God-head, and can be no more. As to which laſt 
clauſe he muſt give me leave to tell him, That it is not 
the hare Eſſentiality of the three Perſons to the Godhead, 
which proves that there can be no more than zhree be- 
longing to it: but it is the Peculzar Condition of the Per- 
ſons, which proves this ; without which the F//entiality 
of the Three, would no more hinder the Eſſentzality of a 
Fourth or Fifth, than the Efſentiality of Two could take 


away the Eſentiality of a Third. And, therefore though 
| the 
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the Propoſition laid down by him be true, yet his Rea- 
fon for it will not hold. 
But one choice Paſſage quoted by him out of a great 
Father, | muſt by no means omit, viz. That upon Ac- 
count of this Unity of Principle, St. Auſtin calls the Tri- 
nity, Unam quandam ſummam Rem, Page 123. line 8. 
Concerning which, I deſire any Man living ( except this 
Author) ro declare freely, whether he thinks that 
St. Auſtin, or any one elſe of Sence and Learning would 


Z15 


call three diſtin Infinite Minds, or Spirits ( which are | 


neither Numerically, nor Specifically, nor ſo much as Col- 
leitively one) Unam quandam ſammam Rem. But in 
the | 
Second Place : As for his Explication of the ſaid No- 
tion, he tells us, That he ſhall proceed by ſeveral ſteps, and 
thoſe (as he would perſwade us) wery plain, and Univer- 
ſally acknowledged by all, Page 126. lines 16, 17, &c. 
Nevertheleſs, by his good leave, I ſhall and muſt de- 
mur to two of them, as by no means fit to be acknow- 
ledged by any, and much leſs ſuch as are acknowledged by 
all. And they are the Third and Fourth. In which he 
tells us, Thar, in the firſt place, Original Mind and Wiſ- 
dom, and in the ſecond, That Knowledge of it ſelf, and 
laſtly, Love of zt ſelf, are all of them diſtin Atts, and 
fo diſtinit, that they can never be one ſimple individual Att: 


And withal, thar theſe Acts being thus diſtin, muſt be 


Three ſubſtantial Afts in God, that is to fay, Three ſub/iſt* 
ing Perſons: By which three ſubſtantial Afs he muſt of 
neceſſity mean three ſuch 4s, as are three Subſtances. For- 
aſmuch as he adds in the very next words, That there js 
wothing but Eſſence and Subſtance in God, Page 130. line 
7, 8, 9. to the middle of the page. - | 
Now againſt theſe ſtrange Politions, I Argue thus. 


Firſt, 
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Firſt, If the three fore-mentioned 4s are fo di- 
ſtint in God, that they can never be one Simple Indivi- 
dual 4, then I inferr, That the ſaid three As cannot 
poſlibly be ave God. Foralmuch as to be one God, is to 
be one pure ſimple indiviſitle 44. And thus we ſee 
how at one ſtep, or ſtroke, he has 7"godded the three 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity. For theſe three Aﬀs (he 
tells us) are the three Perſons in the God head, Though 
I believe no Divize before him, ever affirmed a Perſoz 
to be an Ad, or an A a Perſon, with how great Con- 
fidence ſoever (and ſomething elſe) this Man affirms it 


here. | 


Secondly, If thoſe three 4s in the God-head are three 
diſtin&t infinite Subſtances ( as he plainly ſays they are, 
by telling us, Page 130. line 19. That there 7s nothing 
bat Eſſence and Subſtance in God) then in the Godhead 
there are and muſt be three diſtinit Gods, or God: heads. 
Foraſmuch as an znfinite Subſtance being properly God, e- 
my diſtiuft infinite Subſtance, is and mult be a diſtin 
God, 

Thefe I affirm to be the dire& unavoidable Conſe- 
quences of thoſe two ſhort Paragraphs in Page 130. 
which he makes his 7hird and Fourth Explanatory 
Steps. 

But becauſe he may here probably bear himſelf up- 
on that Maxim, That there 7s nothing but Eſſence and Sub- 
Hance in God, (which yet by the way might better be- 
come .any one to plead than himſelt ) let me tell him, 
That that Propo/it/on is not abſolutely, and in all Sences 
true. If indeed he means - it, That there is no Beins, 
whether Sub/tance, .or Accident in God, beſides his own 
moſt Pare, Simple, Indivifible Subſtance, or Efſence, (which 
s the commonly received ſence of it ) it is moſt true. But 
if he therefore affirms, That neither are there ny 

blo &S, 
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Modes, or Relations in God, this will not be granted 
him, For in God, beſides Eſſexce, or Subſtance, we af- 
ſert, That there is that, which we call Mode, Fabitude, 
and Relation: And by one or other of theſe in Conjundti- 
on with Eſſence, or Sublance, we give account of all the 
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vine Nature, or God-head. This is the conſtant, unani- 
mouſly received Doctrine of Divines, School-men, and 
Metaphyficians, in their Diſcourſes upon God, and with- 
out which, 1t 1s unpoſſible to Diſcourſe intelligibly of the 
Divine Ads, Attributes, or Perſons. And as it ſtands 
upon a firm bottom, fo it may well be defended : And 
it this Author has ought to except againſt it, I ſhall be 
ready to undertake the defence of it againlt him at any 
time. 

but (till, that he may keep up that Glorious ſtanding 
Character of Self-Contradittion, (which, one would think 
to be the very Ratio formalis; or, at leaſt, the Perſonal 
Property of the Man.) Having here, in Page 130. made 
' a very. bold ſtep, by Aſlerting the zhree Divine Per- 
ſons, to be three diſtinit Aits, and ſo diſtiut, that they 
can never be one Simple, Individual At. In the very 
next Page but one, v/z. 132. line 13. heroundly affirms, 
That the Father and the Son are one [ingle Energy and Ope- 
ration. Now, how fafe and happy is this Man, that no 
Abſurdities, or Contradi&tions can ever hurt him! Orat 
leaſt, that he never feels them, let them pinch never (o 
cloſe and hard. 

What remains, 1s chiefly a Diſcourſe about the dife- 
rent way of the Sox's iſſuing from the Father, and the 
Holy Ghoſ#'s iſlaing from both - As thar the former is 
called Generation, becauſe the Sex iflves from the Father 
by a Reflex Act, and tie latter termed Proceyron, becavis 
the oly Ghejt ifſves Irom both by a Pirect Ad. But 
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why a Reflex 4 muſt needs be termed properly a Gene- 
ration, and a Dire# Ad not be capable of being proper- 
ly ſo accounted, this our Acute Author very diſcreetly 
ſays nothing at all to; though ( under favour) all that 
he ſays beſides, leaves us as much in the Darkas we were 
beſore. And for my own part, I cannot think my ſelf 
concerned to clear up a Point wholly foreign to thar, 
which alone I have undertook the Diſcuſſion of. 

And thus I have finiſhed my Diſpute with Him, con- 


cerning the Authorities of the Fathers alledged in behalf 


of his Notion of Mutual Conſciouſneſs, as that, wherein 
he places the Unity of the Divine Nature belonging to the 
three Bleſſed Perſons. The Sum of which whole Dif- 
pute is reſolved into this ſingle Queſtion, viz. 7» what 
the Fathers placed the Unity im Trinity? And if they pla- 
ced it in the Sameneſs, or Unity of Nature, Subſtance, or 
Eſſence, (words applyed by them to this Subje& at leaſt 
a thouſand Times, and ſtill uſed to frgnifle one and the 
ſame thing ) then it is plain that they did not place it in 
an Unity of Mutual Conſciouſneſs. For, I ſuppoſe, no 
Man (this Author himſelt not excepted) will fay, That 
Eſſence, or Subſtance, and Mutual Conſciouſneſs are Terms 
Synonymous, and of the fame fſignification. And as the 
whole Diſpute turns upon this ſingle Queſtion ; fo in the 
management of it, on my part, | have with great par- 
ticularity gone over all the Proofs by which this Author 
pretends to have evinced his Doftrine from the Fathers. 
The utmoſt of which Proofs amounts to this, That the 
Fathers proved an Unity of Nature in the Divine Perſons, 
from the pic ewipyac, the wie wins Brrvnald., and 
the Teerywpnmns common to them all : And moreover, 
ſometimes illuſtrated the faid 7nity by the zthree Facul- 
ties of the Vnderſtanding, Memory, and Will being one 


with the Soul which they belonged to. And laſtly, 
| That 
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That they reſolved the Unity of the Trinity into an Unity 
of Principle; the Father being upon that account ſtyled, 
Principium & fous Deitatis, as communicating the Divine 
Sub/tance to the Son, and together with the Soz to the Z7o- 
ly Ghoſt. And what of all this, I pray ? Do all, or any of 
the fore-mentioned Terms ſignifle Mutual Conſciouſneſs ? 
Why, No: But this Author with a #0» ob/tante both to 
the proper ſignification and common uſe of them all, by 
abſolute Prerogative declares them to mean Mutual Con- 
ſciouſneſs : And fo his Point is proved, viz That Mutual 
Conſciouſneſs is not only an Argument inferring, the Unity of 
the Divine Nature in the three Bleſſed Perſons, ( which 
.yet was all, that the Fathers uſed the fore-mentioned 
Terms for) but, ( which is more) That it is that wery 
thing wherein this Unity does Confiſt. This, I fay, is a 
true, though a ſhort Account of all his Arguments upon 
this Subjef ; and (according to my caſtom ) I refer it 
to the Judicious Reader, to judge impartially, whether 
it be not ſo, and withall to improve and carry on the a- 
forelaid Argaments 1n his behalf to all further advantage 
that they may be capable of. 

Bur in the iſſue, methinks the Author himſelf ſeems 
to review them with much leſs confidence of their Puil- 
fance, than when at firſt he produced them. For if we 


look back upon the Triumphant Flag hung out by him 


at his Extrance upon this part of his Work ( the only 
proper time for him to Triumph in) and when he de- 
clared, That his Explication of the Trinity was the Conſtant 
Dottrine of the Fathers and the Schools, Page ror. lines 
24, 25. Who could have imagined but that he then fore- 
ſaw, that he ſhould prove his Point with all the ſtrengrh 
and evidence which his own Heart could deſire? And 
yet alas! Such, for the moſt part, is the vaſt d:ſtance 
between Promiſes and Performances, that we have him 
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bringing up the Rear ' of all with this ſneaking Conclu- 
fion, Page 138. line 22, &c. 1t muſt be confeſſed, ( ſays 
he ) That the Ancient Fathers did not expreſs their ſence in 
the fame Terms that I have done. But IT leave it to any 
Tndifferent and Impartial Reader, whether they do not ſeem 
to have intended the ſame Explication which 1 have given 
of this Venerable Myſtery. Theſe are his woras ; and I do 
very particularly recommend them to the Reader, as de- 
ſerving his peculiar Notice. For 1s this now the Upſhor 
and Reſult of ſo daring a Boaſt, and fo confident an Un- 
dertaking, to prove his Opinion the conſtant Dottrine of 
the Fathers viz. That though the Fathers ſpeak not one 
word of it; nay, though they kaew not how to expreſs them- 
ſelves about it, Page 125. line 18. yet that to an Iudif- 
ferent Reader (and a very indifferent one indeed he muſt 
needs be in the worſt ſence ) they may ſeem to zntend the 
ſame Explication he had given of it? So that the ſum of 
his whole Proot and Argument amounts to this and no 
more, viz. That to ſome Perſons videtur quod (ic, and 
to others, videtur quod non. For ſes, how low he ſinks 
in the iſſue. Firſt of all from the Fathers poſitive ſaying, 
or hol ling what he does, it is brought down to their 7:- 
tending it; and from their /utending it, it falls at laſt to 
their ſeeming to intend it ; and that is all. And now, is 
not this a worthy Proof of fo high a Point ; And may it 
not juſtly ſubje&t this Author to the ſame Sarcaftical 7ro 
ay Which he paſſed upon his Socinian Adverſary 2 Page 92. 
line 17, &c. Right, very Right, Sir, a plain Demonſtra- 
tion ) | 

But till there is one half -of his Promiſe to be yet ac- 
counted for, viz. The proving his Opinien to have been the 
conſtant Dofrine of the Schools. And how does he acquit 
himſelf as to this > Why, 1n a very extraordinary man- 
ner too. For, firſt, inſtead of alledging the Authoriry 

of 
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of the School-men, he tells us, Page 138. That they are 
of no Authority at all, but as they fall in with the Fatners. 
And withail, That inſtead of doing fo, 7hey uſe to mi- 
ſtake and clog the ſence of the Fathers with ſome peculiar Ni- 
cetics and Diſtinftions of their own. And that, the Truth 
is, the vain Endeavours of reducing this Myſtery to Terms 
of Art, ſuch as Natme, Eſſence, Subſtance, Sabſiſtence, Hy- 
poſtaſts, Perſon, and the like, ( which, he fays ) ſome of 
the Fathers uſed in a very different ſence from each other ) 
have wholly confounded this Myſtery. 

And here I cannot but deſire the Reader to judge, whe- 
ther this be not a new and wonderiul way of procuring 
Credit to an Hypotheſis, upon the ſcore of its being 7he 
con/taut Doctrine of the Schools, by telling the World ( as 
this Man here does) that the School-men are a Company 
of Impertinent Fellows, of littie or no Authority in them- 
ſelves, and who have by their uſeleſs ablurd Niceties, con- 
founded this whole Myſtery 2? For it they are of no Au- 
thority but what they derive from the Fathers, ( as he 
avers) why does he quote them upon the fame leyel with 
the Fathers, and plead them both as two diſtintt Authori- 
ties 2 Andifthey do nothing but pervert and confound this 
Myttery, why, inſtead of alledging them, does he not 
earneſtly caution his Reader againſt them, and diſlwade 
him from having any thing to do with their dangerous 
and abſurd Writings 2 This certainly 1s a way of proving 
a Point by Teſtimony and Aathority, fo beyond all Exam- 
ple ridiculous, that urilets the Reader will vouchſafe to 
read theie Paſſages in the Author himlelt, and ſo take his 

Conviction from his own Eyes, I can hardly blame him, 
it he rctutes to believe my bare Affirmation in a thing 
lo Incredible. 

As tor the Terms Eſſence, Subſtance, Subſiſtence, Per- 

fon, aud the like, which he ſo explodes, I hope I have 
given 
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given my Reader a fatisfaftory Account both of their 


uiefulnets, and of the uſelefneſs ot ſuch as this Author 
would ſubſtitute in their room, in Chap. 2. at large, to 
which 1 referr bim. And whereas he ſays, Page 139. 
line 25. cc. That the Deity is above Nature, and ab:ve 
Terms of Art ; and that there is nothing like this Myſterious 
Diſtintion and Unity; and therefore, no wonder, if we 
want proper words to expreſs it by ; at leaſt;that ſuch Names 
as fignifie the Diſtinition and Unity of Creatures, ſhould not 
reack it. It by all this he means, that there are no 7erms 
of Art Comprehenſive, and fully expreſſive of the Divine 
Natme, and the Myſterious Dijtindtion and Unity of the 
Perſons belonging to it, none that I know of thinks o- 
therwiſe. But 1f he means that no Zerms of Art can be 
of any uſe to aid us in our inadequate,imperfe& Concep- 
tions of thoſe great things, ſo as thereby we may con- 
ceive of them in ſome better degree, and clearer manner, 
than we could without ſuch Zerms, pray then, of what 
uſe are his Self- Conſciouſneſs and Mutual Conſciouſneſs in 
this Matter 2 For I ſuppoſe he will allow theſe to be Terms 
of Art too; and ſuch (Iam ſure) as he has promiſed the 
World no ſmall wonders from. But if he will allow any 
uſefulneſs in thoſe two Terms of Art (of his own Inventing) 
towards our better Apprehenſion of the Divine Nature 
and Perſons, the fame and greater has the conſtant uſe 
of all Church-Writers proved to be in the Terms Eſſence, 
Subſtance, Hypoſtafis, Perſon, &c. as the propereſt and 
moſt ſignificant, the fitteſt. and moſt accommodate to 
help and methodize Men's thoughts in diſcourſing of 
God, and Immaterial Beings, of all or any other Terms of 
Art, which the Wit of Man ever yet invented, or 
pitched upon for that purpoſe. And I hope, the known 
avowed uſe and experience of ſuch great Men, and thoſe 
in ſo great a number, is an abundant overpoiſe to the 
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contrary Affirmation of this, or any other Nove! Author 
whatioever. 

But all this (it ſeems) he endeavours to overthrow 
and daſh with Three Terrible confounding Queſtions, 
Page 139. Lines 22, 23, &©c. Which yet I can by no 
means think ſo very formidable, but that they may be 
very ſafely Encountered, and fairly Anſwered too. 


S, 

Qu. r. What (fays our Author) 7s the Subſtance, or 
Nature of God ? 

I Anſwer. It is a Beizg exiſting of, and by it ſelf, In- 
corporeal, Infinite, "Eternal, Omniſcient, Omnipotent, 


c. 

Qu. 2. How can Three diſtin Perſons have But One 
Numerical Subſtance ? 

I Anſwer. Every whit as well as they can be faid to 
have but one Numerical God-head, or Divine Nature ; or 
as they can have one Numerical Mutual Conſciouſneſs com- 
mon to them all. 

Qu. 3. What is the Diſtinition between Eſſence, and 
Perſonality, and Subfiſtence ? 

I Anſwer. The ſame that is between a Thing, or 
Being, and the Modes of it. And he, who neither knows, 
nor admits of a difference between theſe, is much fitter 
to go to School himſelf, than to fit and paſs judgment 
upon the Schoolmen. And as for the Terms Sub//tence 
and Perſonality, they import the laſt and utmoſt Com-_ 
pletion of the Exiſtence of Things, by vertue whereof, 
they exiſt by themſelves ſo, as neither to be Supported 
by, nor Communicable to any Subjet. Of which two 
Modes, Perſonality belongs only to /ntellizent Beings, but 
Subfiſtence to all others, to whom the atoreſaid Defini- 
tion does agree. And this 1s the True, Proper Dif- 


ference and Diſtintion between theſe Two. And 
thus 


EE EE EE En tre EE de EEE eee eG eee eee eee Geet Ges on. owieaodgcpm Kru cogoaucguuurogugowrw.oduw —— lf. ns ho. at. A. 


* 224. 


 Animadverſwns, &Cc. 


this Author may take Notice of it, if he plea- 
ſes. 

However, having thus anſwered his Queſtions (tho' 
to what purpoſe he propoſed them, I cannot imagine ) 
yet that he may ſee how ambitious I am to follow his 
oreat- Example, I ſhall, in requital of his three Queſtions, 
propoſe theſe four to him : As, 


Firſt, Since in Page 139. he affirms the Deity to be a- 


bove Nature, and all Terms of Art ; ſo that we want proper 


Words and Names to expreſs the Diſt:attion and Unity of 
the Divine Perſons by, and that ſuch, as ignifie the Diſtin- 
tion and Dnity of Creatures, cannot reach it, I deſire to 
know of him upon what ground of Reaſon it is, That 
ſpeaking of this fame Myſterious Unity and Diſtinition in 
Page 106. lines II, 12, &c. He ſays, That the Fathers 
uſed ſeveral Examples, and alluded to ſeveral kinds of ©)- 
nion, thereby to form an adequate Notion of the Unity of the 
God-head? For if the Deity be fo far above Nature and all 
Terms of Art, that there is an utter want of words, or 
Names to expreſs the Znity of it by, Z/ow could any Ex- 
amples, or Allufrons drawn from Nature (though never ſo 
many) form in-us-a» Adequate Notion thereof > Hitherto 
both Diwvines and Philoſophers have judged the Divine 
Natare abſolutely Incomprehenſible by any Adequate, or 
Complete Conception of it. And for my own part, I ac- 
count the Unity of it in T; rinity, much leſs capable of ha- 
ving an Adequate Notion formed of it, than the Deity 
conſidered barely in ſelf is, and conſequently that it is 
as much as Humane Reaſon can reach to, to have a ?rae 
and certain Notion of it, though very [mperfedt and Tna- 
dequate. But as for an Aaequate Notion of the Unity of 
the God-head in three Divine Perſons,it this Author can form 
to himſelf ſuch an one, let him enjoy it as a Priviledge 
peculiar to himſelf, and not obtainable by any other 
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Mortal Man whatſoever. And this is not the firſt In- 
ſtance of his miſrepreſenting the Fathers. 

Secondly, Whereas this Author in the latter end of 
Page 138, and the beginning of Page 139. explodes the 
Terms Eſſence, Subſtance, Subſiſtence, Fyprſtaſis, Perſen, 
&Cc. as uſeleſs Niceties, and ſerving only 10 confound the My- 
ftery of the Trinity ; and yct nevertheleſs in line 12, &c. 
of Paze 139. acknowledges, That theſe very Terms were 
found out and made uſe of to encounter the Ferefie of Sabelli- 


225 


us, Who had turned this Sacred Myſtery into a Trinity 


of Names, or, at moſt, of Offices; I deſire to know of 
him, what greater Proof he could have given of the ex- 
cceding uletulneſs and importance of theſe Terms, than 
by thus deriving the invention and uſe of them from 
ſuch an Occaſion 2 Ard eſpecially when, notwithſtand- 
ing all the Curious Examination fince paſſed upon them, 
whereby (he ſays) they were found in ſome reſpect or other 
defeive (as what Terms are not when applyed to God? ) 
experience yet ſhews, that they have maintained their 
Ule and Credit from that Age allalong to this very Day. 
Certainly 1t 15 a great Unhappineſs, when a Man can 
neither forbear Writing, nor yet know when he //-tes 
for a thing, and when againſt it. 

Thirdly, I deſire to know of this Author, whether 
in the very ſame place, viz. Page 130. in which he pro- 
feſles to explain an Unity in Trinity by an Unity of Princi- 
ple, he does well to tell us in line 19. of the ſaid Page, 
That there is nothing but Eſſence and Subſtance in God, ha- 
ving ſo often, and1o poſitively declared, 7hat theſe Terms 
ſerve only to obſcure and confound Men's Notions of God ? 
And whether he accounts ſuch Terms, as fſcrve only thus 
to confound Men's thoughts and notions about the God-head, 
and the Znity thereof, the fitteſt ro explain the nity of 
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the faid Godhead, with reference to the Divine Perſons > 
Which is the thing there promiſed and undertaken by 
Him. | 
Fourthly and Laſtly, Since this Author has condemn- 
ed all the fore-mentioned Terms both as uſeleſs, and fit 
only to obſcure and confound, inſtead of explaining, the Do- 
Arine of the 7rinity, I defire to know of him, why he 
tells us at the cloſe of Page 139. That he does not think 
it impoſſible ( which is only a Figare called, a wedwas, 
ſgnifying, that it is very poſſible and eafte ) to give a Tole- 
rable Account of the ſaid School-Terms and Diſtinfions 2 
For fince by a Tolerable he muſt mean (if he means any 
thing to the Purpoſe ) ſuch an Account of them, as ſhews 
them to have a Rational Sence and meaning under them, 1 
defire him to tell me whether every Rational Sence is not 
(as ſuch) alſo a 7rue ove? And if True, whether oxe 
Truth can any more obſcure, perplex, and confound, than 
It can contradiit another Truth > Which being invincibly 
evident, as to the Negative, I deſire this Author in the 
laſt place to tell me, whether it does, or can become a 
Man conſiſtent with himſelf, to paſs fo Reproachful a 
CharaQer upon the Terms of the Schools, in the begin- 
ning of Page 139, and afterwards ro give ſo contrary 
and commendatory an Account of the faid Terms in the 
latter end of the very ſame Page ? 

I hope the Reader will be pleaſed to take this Notable 
Inſtance alſo of this Author's Conſiſtency with himſclf 


(fo far as Self Contradiftion may be fo called) into his 


Conſideration. 

And fo theſe are the Four QueFtions, or Queries, which 
I would have him refolve me, or rather the World, in ; 
for I am ſure it concerns him and his Credit, fo to 


do, | 
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Having thus followed this Author both in his Reaſon- 
ings and Quotations, and found him equally Impertinent 
in both, I muſt again defire my Reader to joyn with me 
in admiring the ſtrange Confidence of the Man. I have 
already noted, with what a daring Aſſurance he vouched 
his new Opinion for the conſtant Dottrine both of the Fa- 
thers and the Schools, Page 101. line 24. &c. After 
which Peremptory Aſſeveration, who could have ex- 
pected, but that he would have appeared in the Head of 
Thirty, or Twenty Fathers at leaſt ( Greek and Latin 
together ) to have reſcued his beloved Fypothefis from 
the Imputation and Charge of Novelty, which he ſeems 
fo deſirous to Ward oft ? P. xo0. 1. 22. And that beſides 
Gr. Nyſſen, Athanaſius, Maximus, Nazianzen, Damaſcen 
(and theſe for the moſt part quoted upon an Account 
not at all relating to his Zypothefts) and Sr. Cyril ( who 
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is not ſo much. as quoted, but only Named) we ſhould 


have had Juſtin Martyr, Irenzus, Origen, Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, St. Baſil, Theodoret, Epiphanius, with ſeveral 
more,all alledged in his behalf > And amoneg(t the Latins 
that we ſhould beſides St. Auſtin, whom alone he quotes, 
and St. Ambroſe, whom he only mentions about the oygs- 
nov, Page 107. line 10. have heard alſo of Tertullian, 
Lattantins, St. Cyprian, St. Ferom, and St. Hilary, with 
a great many others? And then laſtly for the Schoot- 
mer, who could have expected fewer of them alſo, than 
Ten, or Twenty 2 And that we ſhould have ſeen Alexan- 
der Alenſis (the firſt who Commented upon the Oracle ) 
with Durandus, Aquinas, Scotus, Major, Biel, Soto, Va- 
fquez, Cajetan, Gr. de Valentii, Eſtius, and many more 
of the Scholaſtick Tribe, all drawn forth in Rank and 
File, to have fought his Battels > But when after all, 
none but poor Peter Lombard comes forth like a Doughty 
Captain, with none to follow him, this methinks looks 
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more like the Deſpair of a Cauſe, than the Defence of 
it. For though our Author calls Peter Lombard the 0- 
racle of the Schools, and all know his Sentences to be 
the Text which the School-men undertake to Explain and 
Comment upon : Yct Experience has told us, That the 
Reſponſes of this Oracle ( as well as of thoſe heretofore ) 
are often found very Dubious and Ambiguous. Witnels 
Thomas and his Followers expounding them one way, 
and Scotus and his Diſciples underſtanding them ano- 
ther; and ſeveral (amongſt whom Darandus and Greg. 
Ariminen/is) going a different way from both. So that 
ſometimes there is but too much need of a good Interpre- 
ter to fix the ſence of this Oracle, (as great a Veneration 
as the Schools may have for him.) And therefore ſince 
his Text is not always ſo very plain and eafie as to make 
an Explication of it ſuperfluous, this Author having 
quoted Peter Lombard in ſuch, or ſuch a ſence, ought in 
all Reaſon to have produced the Major and more emi- 
nent part of the School-men and Writers upon him, and 
ſhewn their Unanimous Concurrence in the ſame Sence 
and Notion, which he took him in, and quoted him for. 
And this indeed would have been to his Purpoſe, and 
look'd like proving his Opinion to have been the Dodrine 
of the Schools. Otherwiſe I cannot ſee how the Maſter of 
the Sentences can be called, or paſs for all the School mer, 
any more than the Maſter of the Temple can pals for all the 
Dzvines of the Church of England. Unleſs we ſhould 
imagine, that this Peter .Lombard had by a kind of Mu- 
tual Conſciouſneſs gathered all his Numerous Brood into 
Himſelf, and ſo united them all into one Author. So 
that the Sum of all 1s this, That this Author, having 
declared his Opinion, the conſtant Dottrine both of the 
Fathers and the Schools, to make his words good, has 
produced tor it Three or Four Greek Fathers, and Two 
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Latin (though even theſe no rygore to his purpoſe than if 
he had quoted Dod and Cleaver, or F d' XTo ue uerOy 
out of Homer) and laſtly, One Sentence out ot one Schoo!- 
man. Which 1 it be allowed to paſs for a good, juſt, and 
ſufficient Proof of any Controverted Concluſion, let it 
for the future, by all means, for this our Author's ſake, be 
an Eſtabliſhed Rule in Logick trom a Particular, to infer 
an Univerſal. 

And now that Iam bringing my Reader towards a cloſe 
of this long Chapter, I mult deſire him to look a lutle 
back towards the beginning of the foregoing Chapter, 
wherein, upon this Man's Confident Affirmation, That 
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his Opinion was the conſtant Do#trine both of the Fathers— 


and the Schools, | thought it neceſſary to ſtate what his 
Opinion was, and accordingly I ſhew'd, that it conſiſt- 
ed of Four Heads. 

1ſt. That the three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity were 
three diſtinit infinite Minds, or Spirits ; which how far 
he was from being able to prove from-the Authority of 
any of the Fathers cited by himg was ſufficiently ſhewn 
by us in the preceding Chapter. The 

2d. Was, That Self Conſciouſneſs was the formal Reaſon 
of Perſonality in the ſaid three Perſons, and conſequently 
That, whereby they were diſtinguiſhed from each other ; 
which Cin the fame Chapter) I ſhew'd he was fo far from 
proving from the Authority of thole Ancient Writers,that 
he did not alledge one Tittle out of any of them for it, 
nor indeed ſo much as mention it in any of the Quyotati- 
ons there made by him. And as for the 

3d. Member of his ſaid Zypotheſis, viz. That the Uni- 
ty of the Divine Nature in the three Bleſſed Perſons, Conſt- 
fled in the Mutual Conſciouſneſs belonging to them, This we 
have Examined at large, and contuted in this Chapter. 
But (till there remains the 


4th. And 
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4th. And laſt to be. ſpoken to, as completeing his 
whole Hypotheſis, and reſulting, by dire& Conle- 
quence, from the other Three, viz. That a Trinity in 
Unity, and Unity in Trinity, explained by the three fore- 
mentioned Terms, or Principles, is a very plain, eafie, and 
zntelligible Notion ; which having been in a moſt Con- 
fident, Peremptory manner, affirmed by him all along 
( as I ſhew in Chap. 1. ) andupon that Score, making ſo 
great a part of his ZZypothe/ts, ought in all reaſon to be 
proved to have been the Sence and Doctrine of the 
Fathers concerning this Article. But not one word does 
he produce upon this Head neither. Nor, for my own 
part, do I expect ever to find the leaſt Sentence or Sy/la- 
ble in any Ancient Writer tending this way. AndI chal- 
lenge this Author to produce fo.much as one to this pur- 

ofe. 

4 In the mean time, how, and with what kind of words 
T find theſe Ancient Writers expreſſing themſelves about 
this venerable Myſtery, I ſhall here ſet down. Only I 
ſhall premiſe a Sentence or two out of this Author him- 
ſelf; and which I have had occaſion to quote more than 
once before, from Page 106. line 7. viz.. That the Unit 
in Trinity being (as he confeſles) ſo great a Myſtery, that 
we have no Example of it in Nature, it is no <2 4 if it 
cannot be explained by any one kind of Natural Union; and 


that therefore it was neceſſary to uſe ſeveral Examples, and 


to allude to ſeveral kinds of Union, to form an Adequate 
Notion of the God head ; and moreover, Page 139. line 
26. &c. That there is nothing like this Myſterious Diſtin- | 
= and Unity, and that we want proper words to expreſs 
zf by. 

All which Paſlages lying clear, open, and expreſs in 
the fore-cited places of this Author, 1 muſt needs ask 
him, Whether all theſe are uſed by him to prove the 

Unity 
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@nity in Trinity a plain,eafie and intelligible Notion, as he 
has frequently elſewhere aſſerted it to be 2 As, to go 0- 
yer each of the Particulars, 

Firſt, Whether we muſt account it p/ain, becauſe he 
ſays, 1t is a great Myſtery, of which we have no Example 
in Nature 2 And, | 

Secondly, Whether we muſt reckon it eaſe, becaule 
he ſays,. That it cannot be Explained by auy one kind of Na- 
tural Union, but that ſeveral Examples muſt be uſed, and ſe- 
veral ſorts of Union alluded to for this purpoſe ? And, 

Laſtly, Whether it muſt paſs for 7ztelligible, becauſe 


he tells us, That we want proper Words to expreſs it by,that | 
is, in other Terms, to make it /ntelligible? ſince to ex- 


preſs a Thing, and to make it Intelligible, I take to be 
Terms equivalent. 

In fine, I here appeal to the Reader, Whether we 
ought from the forementioned Paſſages of this Author, 


to take the nity in Trinity, and Trinity in Unity for a 


plain, eafie, Tntelligible Notion, according to the fame 
Author's affirmation ſo frequently inculcated in ſo many 
Parts of his Book 2 

But IT ſhall now proceed to ſhew, ( as I promiſed ) 
how the Fathers ſpeak and declare themſelves up- 
on this great Point. And 


here we will begin firſt Moves ev Ted voaTay % TEL 
with Juſtin Martyr. A Sin- as' oy pyrad ywelteray. Kay ws 


gularity, or Unity (ſays he) Tem 5 Sepwlay wr axys 
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is underſtood by us, and a Tri: plw, 7 autos tuguloy Iuavajuluy 
nity in Unity is acknowledged. Td VJw qrs mes Th amppmTwy Ad- 
But how it is thus, Cam neither 85 PAWN THAN X ouprtic purreevl S 
willing to ask others, nor can 7 ug-reloNf.av. Juſtin. Martyr. Expoſit. 
perſwade my ſelf, with my Mud. Fidei de rei Confeſſione. Pag, 379. 


dy Tongue and Polluted Fleſh, Edit, Colon. 1686. 
to attempt a Declarationof ſuch 
: Tneffable 
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nomy is unutterable. And 
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Tneffable Matters. Andagain, 
ſpeaking of the Oecovomy of the 

leſſed Trinity, the nature and 
manner (ſays he) of this Oeco- 
yet again, ſpeaking of this 


Myſterious Oeconomy of the Deity and the 7rinity, as one 


"AvanxedCu m Vavug, on uTep 
on "IJ. Ef / A 
vv, UTEP X99) UTEp Kc THAN Av T 
x/1q"Hs Quo:ws TH TrueTies. Tuſtin. 
Mart. bid. p. 387, 388. 


Terws azZvnO X) uTep IO, 
Dronyfius Areopagita in Myſtica 
T heologia, cap. 1. p. 271. Pari. 
Edit. 161c. 


"Apinmis ms x axgxAnrlO oo 
T9TMI5 1g. TwAL ME AYETY X; 1 NGWWrIC 
x 1 Afgrxeros, 0c. Greg. Nyſſen. Pag. 
465. Tom. 2. Edit. Parifienſ. 1615. 


of the greateſt Myteries of 
the Chriſtian Paith: T cry out 
(ſays he)O wonderful ! For that 
the Principles and Articles of 
our Religion ſurpaſs, and tran- 
feend theUnderſtandinr, Reaſon 
and Comprehenſiun of 4 Crea- 
ted Nature. In the next place, 
Dionyfius the Areopagite ( or 
ſome very Ancient Writer un- 
der that Name ) calls it the 
Tranſcendent, Supereſſential , 
and Superlatively Divine T ri. 
nity. In like manner Gregory 
Nyſſen, we apprehend(lays he) 
in theſe (viz. the three Divine 
Perſons) a certain Inexpreſſible 


Txconceivable Unity ( or Communication)and diſtinction, &C. 
St. Baſil alſo, Writing againſt ſuch as would derogate trom 
the Equality of the Dzvine Perſons, ſpeaks of the Trinity 


"Hp wn TUG mv pp Wy 
 euor6 ws ary uamw Thang Ba- 
filius libro de Spiritu Santto ad Am- 
philochium, c. 18. P. 332. Tom. 2, 


Edit. Pariſ. 1637. - 


thus, Either let theſe Tnex- 
prefſible things be ſilently Re- 
wverenced, or Reliziouſly and 
Becowingly Repreſented, And 
again, in a Diſcourſe againſt 
ſuch as uſed Contumelious 
Words of the 7rinity, ſpeak- 


ing there of the Foy Ghoſt as Eſſentially one with the Fa- 


ther 


ther and the Son, heſays,the [nti- 
mateConjunition between him and 
them is hereby declared (viz. by 
the Scripture there quoted by 
him, and applyed to them) but 
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: Tns R oixeimtTO«. Tvens 
ovrdy9ry , Ts 5 Tegry © umiptee 
ws appr Guano. ibid. 
Pag- 333: 


the Ineffable Manner of his Subjiſtence hereby Tuviolably pre- 
ſerved. So that ſtill (we ſee) with this Father the Oecono- 
my of the Three Divine Perſons in the Bleſſed Trinity, 
is a thing /neffable, and above all Deſcription, or Ex- 


preſſion. Nazianzen allo ſpeaks 
of the Trinity under theſe Epi- 
thetes, ſtyling it 7he Adorable 
Trinity, Above, and before the 
World, before all Time, of 
the ſame Majeſty, of the ſame 

lory, Increate, and Inviſible, 
above our Reach, and Incom- 
prehenſible. And the ſame E- 


Ters' weroxuwm Wab140- 
pu, ougverr@, ug , 
UT?prerr Oc, axlic ©, xdexlOs, 
ezvaons aweinynOr. Greg. Na- 
2/anzen. Oratione 12. Page 204. 
Edition. Parifienſs Anno Dom. 
1630. 


pithetes are given it by Nzcephorus Patriarch of 
Conſtantinople, 1n the Ads of the Council of Epheſus, 


declaring the Trinity to be of 
One and the ſame Efſence, 
Tranſcendent in its Subſtance , 
Tvifible, and Tnconceivable, 
And Laſtly, Eulogzus, Arch- 
biſhop of p encs. oh ſets it 
forth thus. We divide not 
( fays he ) what is but One, we 
part not the Singularity, nor di- 


ſtrat the Unity ; but ſo Aſſert 


Teas ouginO, wvafenO., as” 
ez, axzlarrm@O-. Nicephorus 
Conſtantinopolitanus in Aftis Sy- 


nodi Ephefine, Pag. 307. Edie 


tzonis Commeliane 1591. 
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evpnmr 01v5 edCuvmes, kulogias Archiepiſcopus Alexandrinus in Biblio- 


theca Photii. Cod. 230. Pag. 865. Rothomazi Anno Dom. 1653. 
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this Unity, in an Eternal Singularity, as to a ſcribe the ſameto 


Three diſtintt Hypoſtaſes ; by no means ſubjetting _ 4- 
bove our Underſtanding, 'o Human Reaſonings, nor by an 
Over-curious Search undervaluing things fo much above all 


Search, or Diſcovery. 


Having given this Specimen of what the Greek Fathers 
and Writers thought and ſpoke of the Trinity, let us 


Trinitatis Myſterium eſt im- 
menſum, & Incomprehenſibile, 
extra ſignificantiam ſermonis , 
Extra ſents intentionem, Im- 
perſpicabile, Lumen occxcat, 
Intelligentiz Capacitatem ex- 
lit. Ego neſcio; ſed conſo- 
labor me tamen: Angeli ne- 
ſciunt, ſxcula non tenent, A- 
poſtolus non interrogavit, Fi- 
lius ipfe non edidit. Ceflet er- 


'g0 dolor querelarum, &c. San- 


cus Hilarius Libro ſecundo de 


* Trinitate. 


Abſque ullo .Principio aut 
fine credenda eſt Sanz Tri 
nitatis Divinitas. Licet huma- 
nz ſir menti ipsa comprehenft- 
one difficilis. Unde non incon- 
grve dicitur quod hoc folum ex- 
ea comprehendimus, quia pror- 


now paſs to the Latines. And a- 
moneſt theſe,we havein the firſt 
place, St. Hilary expreſſing him- 
ſelf thus. The Myſtery of the 
Trinity is Immenſe and Tncompre- 
henſible, not to be expreſs'd by 
Words, nor reach d by Sence,Im- 
perceivable,it blinds our Sight, it 
exceeds the Capacity of our Un- 
derſtanding. I underſtand it not. 
Nevertheleſs, I will comfort my 
ſelf in this, That neither do the 
Angels know it, nor Ages appre- 
hend it, nor have the Apoſtles 
enquired of it, nor the Son him- 
ſelf declared it. Let us therefore 
leave off complaining, &C. 
 Aﬀter him,let us hear St. 4m 
brofe, The Divinity of the Holy 
Trinity(fays he) is to be believed 
by us to be without begining or 
end; albeit, hardly poſſille to be 
comprehended by theMind of May. 


ſus comprehendi non poteſt. Ambroſias Traft. in Symbolum Apoſo- 
licum. Tom. 4. p. 43- col. x Edit. Colon. 1616. 


Upon 
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Upon which Account it may be not improperly faid 
concerning 1t, That we comprehend this only of it, that 
in truth it cannot be comprehended. 


To St. Ambroſe ſucceeds 
St. Auſtin. 1a this Trinity (lays 
this learned Father): 7s but one 
God, which is indeed wonderfully 
unſpeakable, and unſpeakably won- 
derful, 

To the ſame purpoſe Fulgen- 
tius. So far as I can judge, only 
the Eternal and Uuchangeable 
Trinity ought to be looked upon 
by us,as worthy to Le eſteemed In- 
comprehenfibly Miraculous ; and 
as much exceeding all that we can 
think or imagine of it, as it ſur- 
mounts all that we are. 


In iJ}A Trinitate, 'Trinitas eſt 
unus Deus, quod ſane eſt mira- 
biliter ineffabile, vel ineffabili- 
ter mirabile. Aug. de Trinitate 
Lib. 1s. : 


Sola (quantum arbitror) im- 
mutabilis il]a ſempiternitas Tri- 
nitatis reperietur Incomprehen- 
ſibilitatis digna miraculo, qua: ſic 
excedit omre quod cogitare vel 
ſapere poſſumus, ſicut ſuperat 
omne quod ſumus. Fulgentius ad 
Thraſymundum Regem, lib. 2. C. 1. 


After him we ſhall produce Zormiſda Biſhop of 
Rome, in a Letter to J«/finian the Emperour, about 


the beginning of the Sixth 
Century, ſpeaking thus. The 
Holy Trinity(lays he)is but One, 
it is not multiplyed by Numter, 
nor grows by any Addition, or 
Encreaſe : Nor can it either be 
comprehended by our Underſtand- 
ing, nor in reſpect of its Divini- 
ty be at all Divided. And a lit- 
tle after, Let us Worſhip Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt,. diſtinft in 


Unum eft Santa Trinitas, 
non multiplicatur Numero, non 
creſcit Augmento; nec poteſt 
aut Intelligent;ia comprehendi, 
aut hoc quod Deus elt diſcretio- 
ne ſejungi. Ac paulo poſt. Ado- 
remus Patrem & Filium & Spi- 
ritum San&um,lIndiſtintum di- 
ſtinte, Incomprehenſibilem & 
inenarrabilem ſubſtantiam Tri- 
nitatis. Arque iterum, Magnum 


eſt ſantz & incomprehenſibile Myſterium Trinitatis. Crabb. Con- 


cil, Tom. 1. Pag. 1034, 1035. 


Hh 2: themſelves, 
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themſelves, but with-one indiſtinitt Worſhip, that is to ay, 
The Incomprehenſible and Unutterable Subſtance of the Tri- 
nity. And preſently again, Great aud Iucomprenfible is 
the Myſtery of the Holy Trinity. 

In the laſt place St. Bernard 


Fidenter dixerim xternam be- delivers himfelt upon the ſame 
atamque Trinitatem, quam non Subject thus. 7 confidently affirm 
intelligo, credo, & fide teneo, (ſays he) that the Eternal and 
quod non capio mente, Bernar- Bleſſed Trinity, which I do not un- 
dus Sermone 76. ſuper Cantic. derſtand, T do yet believe,and em- 


brace with my Fairh, what 1 cam 
wot comprehend with my Mind. 

I have here, as I ſaid, given a Specimen of what the 
Ancient Writers of the Church, both Greek and Latin, 
thought and ſaid of the Bleſſed Trinity, and it is, I confels, 
but a Specimen ; fince I think that enough for an Uni- 
verſally acknowledged, and never before contradicted 
Propoſition : Whereas, had it but in the leaſt ſeemed a 
Novelty, (as this Author's Zypothe/rs not only ſeems, but 
unqueſtionably is) I ſhould have thought my elf obliged 
to have brought as many Quotations tor it from Antiqui- 
ty, as would have filled a much larger Book than 1 in- 
tend this ſhall be. 

But as for thoſe which I have here produced, I do fo- 
lemnly appeal to any Man living, Chri/t:an, or not Chri- 
ſtian (who does but underſtand theſe Languages) whe- 
ther the Fathers now Quoted by me (and all the reſt up- 


. on the ſame Subject ſpeak agreeably to them) looked 


upon Trinity in Unity, and Unity in Trinity, as a Plain, 
Eafie, and Intelligible Notion? So that if the Judgment 
of the Fathers, and of this Author, be in this point one 
and the ſame, it muſt unavoidably follow, That either 
the Fathers have not yet declared their Judgment and 
Doctrine, or that this Author has not yet declared his : 

; SINCE 


| 
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Since ſo Much as has been declared on the one ſide, is a 
direct and groſs Contrad:tion to what has been Afſerted 
on the other. 

And moreover the fore alledged Teſtimonies of the 
Fathers are fuch, that we.are not put to draw what we 
contend for, by remote, tar fetched Conſequences. from 
them, but 1t lies plain, open, and manifeſt in them ; in 
words too clear and full ro be denyed, and too convin- 
cing to be evaded. So that we are ſure both of their 
Words and Expreſſions, and of the common ſence of all 
Mankind to expound and underſtand them by. And will 
this bold over-bearing Man, after all this, Claim their 
meaning to be the ſame with his > What his meaning is, he 
has told us forty times over, viz. The Unity m Trinity, 
&c. is fo far from being an Unintelligitle Notion, thar it 
is not ſo much as difrcult, how much ſoever the dull mi- 
_ World has for near 1700 Years thought other- 
wife. 

And now if this be the true Account and ſtate of this 
Matter, that when the Fathers fay of the Texas, or 
Trinity, that it is appmO., axglannnrl@, arcane, 
«RA)yTHO-, vmipnO., UTpIr Oy UTEp v8v % UTEp Aogovy 
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umep avlpumves 1101145 4 umep evpnny : That 1s to fay, [n- 


effable, Inconceivable, Unintelligible, Incqmprehenſible, and 
(if poſſible) tranſcending the very Notion of the Deity it 
Self, above all Humane Vuderftanding and Reaſon, Diſcourſe 
and Scrutiny, | ſay, if by all this, he can prove that 
the Fathers meant, That it was a very Plain,Eafie, and Intel- 
ligible Notion (as, by afficming that thoſe (who uſed all 
theſe Expreſſions) meant the ſame with himſelf, he does 
and muſt affirm; or ſay, That they knew not their 


own meaning, or at leaſt were not able to expreſs it, bur 


in words quite contrary to it;) I muſt needs own the 


Fathers to have been not oaly leſs happy in expreſſing them- 
ſelves 
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ſelves about this Myſtery, than this Author (as with 
great Modeſty and Deference to them, he often tells us 
they were) but, which is yet much worſe, that they 
were the moſt wretchedly unhappy in wording their own 
Notions of all Men, who ever yet ſet Pen to Paper. And 
as fcr this Author, if 7nutterable, Unconceivable and Un: 
inteligzble can paſs with him for Plain, Eafie, and Iutel- 
ligible, it is high time for me to leave off diſputing with 
him, and either to have no more to do with him, or 
without any further demurr, to profeſs my ſelf as ready 
to believe and grant Contradittions, as he is, or can be, 
to Write them. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. VIIL 


In which is ſet down the Ancient, and generally 
received Doctrine of the Church, concerning 
the Article of the Blefled Trinity, as 7t is 
Delivered and Explained by Councils, Fa- 
thers, School-men, aud other later Divines ; 
together with a Vindication of- the ſaid Do- 


&trine ſo Explained from this Author s Ex- 


' CEPLLONs. 


Hough I cannot think that the Nature and De- 

fign of the Work undertook by me ( which was 

only to' Animadvert upon, and confute this Author's 
Novel, Heterodox Notions about the Trinity ) does, or 
can direatly engage me to proceed any further ; or lay 
any Neceflity upon me to give a poſitive Account of the 
. Dodtrine and Sence of the Church about this great 4r- 
ticle; yet ſince this Authorinaſſerting his own Opinion, 
could not be content to do it without reproaching and 
 refleting upon thoſe Ancient Terms, which the Church 
has been 1o long 1n poſſeſſion of, and has ſill thought fit 
to uſe in declaring it ſelt upon this Subject, (as if inead 
of Explaining, they ſerved only to perplex, obſcure, and 
confound it ) and fince the Reafonableneſs, or Unreaſon- 
ablenels of either /Zypothefts, is molt likely to appear by 
fairly tetting down one, as well as the other, and ſhew- 


ing 
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ing what this Opnzator is gone off from, as well as what 
he is gone over to, I judge it neither improper, nor un- 
uſeful to repreſent what the Church has hitherto held 
and taught concerning this /mportant Article of the Tri- 
nity, as1 find it in Councils, Confeſſions, Fathers, School- 
men, and other Church-Writers, Ancient and Modern. 
And in this alſo I muſt be again content 50 entertain my 
Reader only with a Taſt, or Specz out of ſo vaſt a 
ſtore; which yet I do, with very good Reaſon, judge 
both fatisfatory and ſufficient, in a Point of Divinity 
Univerfally owned, received, and embraced; and (un- 
leſs by ſuch as reje&t and deny the 7rinity it felf) never 
Impugned, or Contradicted before. 
 'Now the commonly received Dodrine of the Church 
and Schools, concerning the Bleſſed Trinity ( lo far as | 


can judge, but ſtill with the humbleſt Submiſſion to the 


Judgment of the Church of England in the Caſe) is this, 
That the Chriſ#;an Faith having laid this ſure Foundation, 


that there is but ove God; and that there is nothing (3. e. 
.no Poſitive, Real Being, ſtrictly and; properly ſo called) in 
. God, but what is God,and laſtly, That there can be no Com- 
- poſition in the Deity with any fuch Pofitzve Real Being di- 
Nin from the Dezty it ſelf; and yet the Church finding in 
. Scripture mention of three,to whom diſtindtly the God-head 
. does belong, it has by warrant of the ſame Scripture, Heb. 


I. 3. Expreſſed theſe three by the Name of Perſons; and 
ſtated their Perſonalities upon three diſtinft Modes of Sub/1- 
ftence alloted to one and the ſame God-head, and theſe alſodi- 
ſtinguiſhed from one another by three diſtin Relations. 
Cancerning which, we mult obſerve, That albeit, ac- 


. cording to the Reality of the Thing, the Sub/iſtence and 


Relation of each Perſon» make but one Single Indiviſible 
Mode of Being, yet according to the Natural Order of 
conceiving. Things, we muſt conceive of the Sub/i/tence 


as 
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25 precedent to the Relation» : Foraſmuch as humane 
Reaſon conſiders Things ſimply as Swbſſting, before it 
can conſider them as Relating to one another, 

Bute for the further Explicationof the Point before us, 
it will here be neceſſary to premiſe what is properly a 
Mode of Being. And this the School Divines do not al- 
low to be eicher a Subſtance, or an Accident (which yet 
makes the adequate Diviſion of Real Beings ; fince there 
1s no ſuch Beizg but whatis contained under one of them) 
but a Mode is properly a certain Habitudeof ſome Being, 
Eſfence, or Thing, whereby the ſaid Eſſence, or Being is 
determined to ſome particular State, or Condition, 
which, barely of it ſelf, it would not be determined to. 
And according to this account of it, a Mode in Things 
Spiritual and Immaterial ſeems to have much the like re- 
ference to ſuch kind of Beings, that a Poſture has to a 
Body, to which it gives ſome difference, or diſtin&ion, 
without ſuperadding any new Eztity, or Being toit, In 
a word, a Mode 1snot properly a Being, either Subſtance, 
or Accident, but a certain affe&ion cleaving to it, and 
determining it from its common general Nature and indife 
ference to ſomething more particular, as we have juſt 
now explained. As for Inſtance, in Created Beings, De- 
pendence is a Mode determining the general Nature of Bee 
ing to that particular State, or Condition, by vertue 
whereof it proceeds from, and is ſupported by another 3 
and the like may be ſaid of Mmtability, Preſence, Abſence, 
Inherence, Adherence, and ſuch like, viz, That they are 
not Beings, but Modes, or Aﬀe@ions of Being, and inſe- 
parable from it ſo far, that they can have no Exiſtence 
of their own, after a ſeparation, or diviſion from the 
Things, or Beings to which they dobelong. | 

And thus having explained, in General, what « Mode 
is, we are to know, That the Perſonalities, by m_ 
I i the 
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| the Deity ſtands diverſified into T hree Diſtin@ Perſons, 
| are by the Generality of Divires, both Ancient and Mo- 
dern, called and accounted Modes, or at leaſt ſomething 
| Analogous to them (ſince no one Thing can agree both 
= to God and the Creature, by a perfet Univocation.) And 
| moreover, as every Mode E ſſentially includes in it the 
| Thing, or Being of which it is the Mode, ſo every Per- 
| ſon of the Blefed Trinity, by vertue of its proper Mode 
| of SubſiFence, includes in it the Godhead it ſelf, and is 
properly the Godhead as ſubſiſting with and under ſuch a 
certain Mode. or Relation. And this Jafiirm to be the 
Current Dod@rine both of the Fathers and the Schools, 
concerning the Perſons of the Bleed [rinity, and the 


conſtantly received Account given by them of a Divine 
Perſon, 1o far as they pretend to Explain what ſuch a 


E:- Perſon is. 

| And accordingly, as theſe Relations are Three, and but 
Three, ſo the Perſons of the Godhead, to whom they be- 
long, are ſotoo, viz. Father, Son, and Holy Ghof?F, But 

then we muſt obſerve alſo, That the Relations which 


the Godhead may ſuſtain, are of Two ſorts. 

iſt. Extrinſecal, and founded upon ſome External a# 
iſſuing from God; of which ſort are the Relations of Cre- 
ator, Preſerver, Governour, and the like, to the Thirgs 
Created, Preſerved, and Governed by him. Which, though 
they leave a real effe& upon the Things themſelves, yer 
derive only an External Habitude, and denomination 
conſequent from it upon the Dezty it ſelf, The 

29. Sort of Relation, is Intrinſecal, and founded upon 
thoſe Internal AGFs, by which one Perſon produces ano- 
ther, or proceeds from another: For to produce and to | 


proceed (whether by Generation, or Spiration) is that 
which makes, or Conſtitutesa Plurality of Perſozs in the 
Godhead, 


From 


| 
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From all which it follows, That the Relation, by 
which God as a Creator, or Preſerver, reſpe&s his Crea- 
tures, is extremely different from that by which God as a 
Father reſpeCts his Son. The former adding only to 
the” Deity an Extrinſecal denomination, but the latter lea- 
ving upon It an Internal Incommunicable CharaGer, Eſſen- 
tially Inſeparable from the Deity. $o that although it may 
wellenough be ſaid, That God might never have been a 
«Creator, yet it cannot be ſaid of Him, That he might 
never have been a Father ; the former being only an 
efic& ofhis Will, but this latter the Neceſſary Reſult of 
his Natare. 

Now theſe Internal AFs, upon which the Divine 
Relations are founded, and from which they flow, 
are, 

Firſt, That Eternal 4F, by which the Father Com- 
municates his Divize Nature to the Sor, which accord- 
ingly is called Gemeratiorn. 

And that by which the So# receives his Divine Nature 

from the F ather, which is called F7liation. And. 


Thirdly, The A&# of Spiration, by which the Fath:r 


and the Son together, eternally breath forth the Holy 
Spirit, And, | 

Laſtly, The A@ of Proceſſion, by whichthe Holy Ghoſt 
proceeds, and receives his Divine Nature, j5yntly from 
them both. Theſe, I ſay, are thoſe Internal, Incommus 
zicable and diſtinguiſhing AFs, from which the Perſonal 
Relations belonging to the Three Divine Perſons are de- 
rived. 

But you will ſay : Does not this infer Four Perſons in 
the Godhead 2 viz. That as Generation and Filiation 
make two, ſo Spiration and Proceſſzor (ſhould make two 
more ? 


I1i2 I Anſwer, 
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| Anſwer, No : Becauſe the ſame Perſoz may ſuſtain 
ſeveral Perſonal Relations, and Exert, and receive ſeve- 
ral Perſonal AFs, where thoſe As, or Relations are not 
oppoſite to, or inconſiſtent with one another in the ſame 
Subje&. As for inſtance, The Perſoz of the Father may 
Exert both an A@ of Generation and of Spiration, and 
ſo ſuſtain the Relations reſulting fromboth without any 
Multiplication of his Per/oz 3 and the Sor likewiſe may 
receive and fuſtain the AF of Filiation, and withal Exert, 
an AG of Spiration, without any Multiplication of Per- 
fonality. And this, becauſe neither are the AFs of Ge- 
 neration and Spiration inconſiſtent in the Father, nor the 
i AFs of Fitiationand Spiration, incompatible in the Sor. 
' Though ipdeed the AFs of Generation and Fliation, 
and the Relations ſpringing therefrom, would be utterly 
inconſiſtent (becauſe oppolite) in any one Perſor, as 
likewiſe upon the ſame Account would the As of Sp- 
ration and Proceſſion. | 
From whence by plain and undeniable Conſequence it 
fullows, That Gemeration and Filiation, Spiration and 
Proceſſion Conſtitute only Three Perſons in the Eternal 
Godhead and no more. For Relations merely diſparate, 
do not Conſtitate ſeveral diſtin& Perſozs, unleſs they be 
oppoſite too. That Maxime of the Schools being moſt 
true, That Solz Oppoſitio multiplicat in Divinis. So that 
albeit, Filiation and Spiration are Terms oppoſite to their 
reſpe&ive Correlates, yet being only diſparate with re- 
ference to one another, and as both of them meet and 
are lodged in one and the ſame Subjea, (viz. the Perſor 
of the Son) they neither cauſe, nor infer in him any 
more than one Szng/e Perſonality. 
But now if any one ſhould ask me, What this Gexe- 
ration and Filiation, this Spiration and Proceſſion are ? 


IAnſwer, 
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[ anſwer, That herein conſiſts the Myſtery ; and ſince 
ſuch Myſteries exceed the Comprehenſion of Humane 
Reaſon, I am not in the leaſt aſhamed, moſt readily to 
own my 1gnorance thereof, in that known Anthem uſed 
1n the Church. 


uid fit Gigni, quid Proceſſur, 
Me zeſcire ſun profeſſus. 


For tho the Author whom I have been Diſputing with, 
by the help and vertue of Tivo Wonder- working words 
(able to make one, who is no Conju cer, do ſtrange things) 
undertakes to make this greateſt of Myſteries Plaiz, Fi 
fie, and Intelligible ; and when he has done this, (as he 
ſays he has) owns it nevertheleſs for a Myſtery ſtill : yer 
in the Judgment of other Mortals, to acknowledge a 
Thing Inexplicable, and in the ſame Breath to offer az 
Explication of it too, will be thought a little too much 
for one of an ordinary pitch of Sence and Reaſon to 
pretend to ; and therefore, for my own part, Idare not 
look fo high. 

Upon the whole matter, in diſcourſing of the Trini- 
ty, Two Things are abſolutely neceſſary to be held and 
inſiſted upon. One, That each, and every Perſon of 
the Bleffed Trinity, entirely contains and includes in him- 
ſelf the whole Divine Nature. Tie other, That each Per- 

ſon is Incommunicably different and diſtin® from the 
other. | 
And here if it ſhould be asked, How they differ, and 
whether it be by any real diftinFion between the Perſons £ 

I Anſwer, Yes: But for the better explaining of my 
Anſwer, we muſt diſtinguiſh of Two ſorts of Real Di- 
finctions. | 


7, The 
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x. The fir? greater, viz. When Two Things, or rea] 
Betn9s, differ from one another, 

2. The other leſſer z as when the difference is between 
a Thing, or real Being on the one ſide, and the Mode of 
it on the other: Or between Two or more Modes of the 
ſame Being. And this DiſtinQtion, or Difference is cal- 
led Real, in oppoſition to that which is wholly tounded 
upon the Apprehenſion, or Operation of the Intellect, 
and has of it felf no Exiſtence without it. Buta Beixg, 
and the Mode adhering to it ditter, whether the Mind e- 
ver apprehends and thinks of them, or no. And thus 
we athrm, That the Divine Perſons really dificr. and are 
diſtinguiſhed from one another, viz. by 2 Modal, or le/- 
fer ſort of Real difference 5, according to which, the Dz- 
vine Nature Subſiſting under, and being determined þ 
ſuch a certain Mode, perſonally dificrs from it felf, as ſyb- 
/iiting under, and determined by another. Foraſmuch 
as the Divine Nature, or Godiead fo ſub/ſting and de- 
termined is properly a Perſon. Nor ought this ſma]lneſs 
of difference between the Divine Perſons to be any pre- 
ſumption againſt the Truth of what we have delivered 


- concerning the Oeconomy of the Bleſſed Trinity, asſhall be 


more particularly {h:wn in Anſwer to one of this Author's 
ObjeQions againſt it, before we coine to a concluſion of 
this Chapter. 

In the mean time-to ſum up the toregoing Particulars, 
the Reader may pleaſe to take what I aver to bethe Dao- 
Etrine of the Catholick Church about this great Article, in 
this following Account of it, viz. That there is one, and 
but one Self- Exiiting, Infinite, Eternal, Sc. Being, Na- 
ture, or Subſtance, which we call God. And that this 
Infinite, Eternal, Self-Exiſting Being, or Nature, Exiſts in, 
and is common to Three diſtin Perſons, Father, Son and 
Holy Ghoſt, Of which the Soz eternally iſlues __ = 
= athey 
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Father by way of Generation, and the Holy GhofF joyntly 
from both, by way of Spirationz which Three Divine 


47 


Perſons \uperadd to this Divine Nature, or Deity, Three - 


different Modes of Subſiflence, founding lo many different 
Relations 3, each of them belonging to each Perſor in a 
peculiar Uncommunicable manner 3 fo that by vertae 
thereof, eachperſon reſpeively differs and ſtands diftin- 
gviiſhed from the other Two: And yet by reaſon of one 
and the ſame Numerical DivineNature or Godhead equally 
exiſting in, and common to all the Three Perſons, they 
are all but One and the ſame God. who is bleſſed for Ever. 

This I reckon tobe a True and Juſt Repreſentation of 
the DodGrine of the Catholick, Church, fo far as it has 
thought fit to declare it (cf upon this Great and Sacred 
Myſtery. Not that I think this ſets the Point clear from 
al] Difficuliies and Obj-tions, For the Nature and 
Condition of the Thing will not have it fo, nor have the 
Ableſt Divines ever thought it ſo, (for where then were 
the Myſtery ©) But that it gives us the faireſt and moſt 
conſiſtent Account of this Article, both with reference 
to Scripture and Reaſon, and liable to the feweſt Excep- 


tions againſt it, of any other Hypothefzs, or Explication of 


it whatſoever. 

And the ſame will appear yet further from thoſe Terms, 
which the Writers of the Church have all along uſed in ex- 
preſſing themſelves upon this Subject, And that both 
with :eſpedt, 

Firit, To the @Wnity and Agreement of the T hree Divine 
Perſons in one and the ſame Nature. And 

Secondly, To their Perſonal DiſtinFion from one ano- 
ther. | 

And firſt, For their Onity and Agreemert in one and 
the ſame Nature. The Greeks expreſſed this by the 
Terms 505515, Or 0050101 meloTa;, and iris, And 

| | the 
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the Latines by Conſubitantialitas and Coeſſentialitas, BY 
all which I affirm, That they underſtood an Agreement 
in one and the ſame Namerical Nature, or Eſſence, For 
tho this Author has affirmed, That the Nicene Fathers un- 
derſtood no more by the 0,oxc16ſys, than a Specifick Unity 
of Nature, this Matter has been ſufficiently accounted 
for, and his Aſſertion effeually confuted in the forego- 
ing Chapter, 

[n the next place. As for the Terms expreſſing the 
DiſtinQion and Difference of the Divine Perſons from 
one another, the Greeks make uſe of theſe, Teixs Trint- 
ty, mgioume Perſons, vrosdoag Subſiſiences. or Perſons, 
$6701 Ueigfeos Modes of Subſtſcence. id\imiless Properties, 
xoeaiTipes Marks of DiitinGion, xaegurigimng idioule 
diſtinguiſhing Properties, yogic uarz Notes of Significati- 
oz, And agreeably to them, th: Latines alſo make uſe 
of the following Terms, Trinitas, Perſone, Subſiſten- 
tie, Modi Subſiſtendi, Proprietates, Relationes, and 
Notiones ſeu Notionalia. By which laſt the Schoolmer 
mean ſuch Terms and Expreſſions, as ſerve to notifie 
and declare to us the proper and peculiar diſtin&tion 
of the Divine Perſons. And they reckon four of them, 
viz, the above-mentioned Paternitas, Filiatio, Spiratio 
& Proceſſio, all of them importing Relation. To which 
ſome add a fifth, which the Greeks call &ywnoin, or 70 
cytwifoy and the Latines, Innaſcibilitas > a Term not 
importing in it any poſitive Relation, but only a meer 
Negation of all producibility, by any Superior principle, 
and upon that account peculiar tothe Father, who alone, 
of all the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, is without Pro- 
dution. Touching all which Terms, I cannot think it 
neceſlary to enlarge any further, in a particular and 
more diſtin Explication of them ; ſince, how differing 
ſoever they may be in their reſpeCtive {ignifications, m 

al 
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all concurin the ſame uſe and deſign 3 which is to ex- 
preſs ſomething proper and peculiar to the Divine Per. 
ſons, whereby they are rendred diſtin& from, and In- 
communicableto one another. - | 

But theſe few general Remarks I think fit to lay down 
concerning them. As, 

1. That albeit moſt of theſe Terms, as to the Form of 
the Word,run abitraFively,yet they are for the moſt part 
to be underſtood Concretively, and not as ſimple Forms, 
but as Forms in Corjunftion with the Subjet, which 
they belong to. In the former abſtracted fence they are 
properly Perſonalities, or Perſonal Properties, viz. Thoſe 
Modes, or Forms by which the Perſons, whom they ap- 
pertain to, are formally conſtituted and denominated 
what they are 5 but in the Latter and Concrete Sence, 
they ſignifie the Per/ozs themſelves, 

2. The Second Thing, which I would obſerve, is, 
That therehas been in the firſt Ages of the Church ſome 
Ambiguity in the uſe of the words Six and vuTdxos, 
Tigdowrov, or Perſona. For neither would the Latines 
at firſt admit'of Three Hypoſiaſes in God, as taking $51! 
and vrisxcis for the ſame Thing 3 for that they had no 
other Latin Word,to Tranſlate vn55xoig by, bur Subſtan- 
tia by which alſothey Tranſlated soix » (the Word Sub- 
ſiſtentia being then looked upon by them as Barbarous, 
and not in uſe) ſo that they refuſed the Term 1gz75 vro- 
5&<5, for fear of admitting of Three diftin® Subitan- 
ces, or Eſſences in the Trinity, which they knew would 
lead them into the Errour of Ari#s. Nor on the other 
fide would the Greeks acquieſce in a wa vwo5xos, nor 
admit of the re;cwnn, for fear of falling thereby into 
the contrary Errour of Sabe//izs ; for that they thought 
the Word wevownov imported no real Iaternal difference, 


but only a difference of Name, or Attribute, or at moſt 
K k of 
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of Office 3 bd for them to allow no more than ſuch an 
one amoneſt the Divine Perſons, they knew was Sabel/z- 
aniſme. And this Controverſie of Words exerciſed the 
Church for a confiderabletime 5 to appeaſe and compoſe 
which (amongſt other Matters) a Council was called 
and held at Alexandria about the Year of Chriif, 362. in 
which amongſt many other Biſhops Convened from [ta- 
ly, Arabia, FEzypt and Lybia, was preſent allo Athanafins 
himſclf. And in this Council both fides having been ful- 
ly heard, and tound to agree inlence, though they dif- 
fer'd in words, it was ordained, That they ſhould 
trenceforth Matually acknowledg one another for Or- 
thodox, and forthe tuture ceaſe contending about theſe 
words to the diſturbance of the Church. By which 
means, and eſpecially by the Explication given of theſe 
words by Athanaſius, ( whereby (as Gregory Nazianzer 
tells us in his Panegyrick upon him) he ſatisfied and re- 
conciled both Greeks and Latires to the indifferent uſe of 
them, and indeed that Oration made by Nazzanzer 
himſelf in the Council of ConSFartinople (viz. The ſe- 
cond General) before 150 Biſhops, not a little contri- 
buting tothe ſame) the {ence of theſe Terms from that 
time forward came genera]ly to be fixed, and the Am- 
biguity -of them removed, and ſo the Controverſiz by 
degrees ceaſed between the Greeks and Latines, and the 
Words weiowme, or Perſone, and vnodomc, or Sub/1- 
ftentie grew atlength to be promiſcuouſly uſed without 
any. Jealouſte or Suſpicion, and to be accepted on all 
bands (though not preſently) in the ſame fgnifica- 
tion. 

3. The Third Thing which I would obſerve, is, That 
ſome of the forementioned Terms fignifie Cau/ally, and 
ſome only Declaratively, that is to ſay, ſome import the 


Ground and Reaſon of the Diſtintion of the Divine 
Perſons. 
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Perſons, and ſome import only Marks, Notes, and Signs 
of ſuch a Diſtirtion. Ot the firſt ſort amongſt the 
Greeks, are hw05%c exe, ono voxefuus, and id\cniſes s and 
amongſt the Latives, Subſiſremige, Modi Subſiſtend;, 
Proprietates &+ Reliationes. Ot the Latter fort amongſt 
the Greeks are yaa: Ties and Woes uxrxs and amonglt 
the Latines, Notzvres, But for the fuller and further 
iluſtration and 1n.provement of this Note, Icannot but 
add the Obſervation of the ſoJid and exactly Learned 
Forbefius, viz. That of theſe Modes called by the 
Greeks, ina vodeiws, there 1s a Four-told Uſe, or Ef- 
_ as they ſuſtain Four ſeveral Conſiderations, viz. 
har, 

Firſt, As Modes of ſubjiitence, they Conſtitutethe Per- 
ſons. And 

Secondly, That by the Relations, which they imply 
and include, they cauſe the ſaid Perſons to be referred 
to one another. And 

Thirdly, That as they are Properties they diſtinguiſh 
the Perſons fromeach other. And 

Laſtly, That, as Notions, they are Means, and (as it 
were) Inſtruments whereby we are enabled in tome 
meaſure to apprehend and conceive of the Divine Per- 
ſons. Forbeſius InſtruF. Hiſt. T heolog. Lib. x. Cap. 35. 
Se. 16. . 

By all which ir appears, That the ſeveral forementio. 
ned Terms do really import but one and the ſame 
Thing, differently conſidered, according to the ſeveral 
Uſes and Effedts aſcribed to it, in reſpe& of the Oeconomy 
of the Three Divine Perſons amongſt themſelves. 

4. In the Fourth and Laſt place, we may obſerve, 
That the words moſt commonly and frequently uſed by 
Writers 1n treating of the Divine Perſons, are the fore- 


mentioned bwogxoe;, fonoi vodefic;, and idudryſts A- 
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mongſt the Greeks. Avd the Terms Perſone, Relatio- 
ner, Proprictates, and (in the Jatter Ages eſpecially ) 
Subſiſtentie , and Modi Subſiſtendi amongſt the Lg. 
tines. 

Theſe Obſervations I thought fit tolay down for our 
clearer and readier Apprehenſion of the Expreſſions u- 
ſed by the Fathers, and other Church-Writers in their 
Diſcourſ2s about this great Article of the Chriſtian 
Faith. 

And (o I proceed now to my Authorities, ſhewing 
both from the Aucient and Modern uſe of the Terms 
aforeſaid , and more eſpecially of the unog4oes and 
$90 voogfeog, the Subſijientie & Mod: ſubſiftend;, that 
the Church has all Jong placed the reſpeCtive Perfonal;. 
ties of the Three Divine Perſons in Three diſtin Modes of 
Subfiſtence, according to the DoQtrine aflerted by us. And 
here I ſhall begin with the Geeek Writers, ſerting them 
down according to the Order and Age in which they 
Lived. 

Juftin Martyr And firſt with Tuſtin Martyr who in his #91; 08 wie 
'54we, or Expoſition of Faith, ſpeaks thus. *Ov wort 7% 
Taþi 6 Vide x 79 TV &ylo!, Ih To mv oyerrugy nou yewnrby 
Kits inmagevroy 5% Solos OY ure KNAS GoTo 3 Undettcg, 
The Son ( ſays h2 ) and the Holy Ghoſt, are mot the 
ſame with the i ther > For the Terms Unbegotter , 
Begotten, and Proceeding. are not the Names of Eſſence, 
but Modes of Sub iitence, Juſtin, Expoſition, frdei. p. 373. 
Colon. Edition. 1686. Agann , ſpeaking of the fame 
Terms, he tells us, That they are not Soing Sn whtni, 
but cyucriik Tay Unogxoga!, that is to lay, rot deno- 
ting the Eſſence, but hgnifying the Hypoſtaſes, or Subſi- 
ſtences +, adding witha), iv FB naw duaugiree 1a wed- 
OOTY, AXE THY opxfus accu VIS, Wai Oyis FYHUUXTO- Iex2ovres 
Mee viigaow , That they are ſufficient for ws to di- 


ſtinguiſh 
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Stinguiſh the Perſons, and to ſhew the proper and peculiar 
Subſiſzence of Father, Son and Holy (hoſt by. Pag. 374. 
And again, "Ei ©:6! Ten oguooyey o mfi uu ig, ua 
mV oyit yet lo! 5 mw wxthe Hits Dios, hu meu 
&yioy 7 walks ©wml@: Ts mh ary Wee 12oras, ff MN Og 16 
Hor” 5010) KOWEY THY UDO Hot! 1(5Tus, That is, we ought to 
own. or confejs one God, expreſſed to us in Father, Sor, 
and Holy Ghoſt, hereby acknowledging, as they are Father, 
Son and Holy GhoSt, Three Subſiftences of one and the 
Same Godhead : but as they are God, underitanding there- 
by one Eſſence or Subit ance common to all the Subſiſtences. p, 
379. ibid. By all which Expreſitons we ſee Perſonality 
ſtared upon Subſtjtence. 


Our next Tettimony ſh?ll be from Athanaſius, who in 4thanz/ms, 


his Treatiſe de SanGijſema Virgine Deipari, gives this 
Account of his Faith, Pixar els Porregs Kot Uo, ay 5- 
yi! DVD arce, FicOht Oro dT EY dd Tr g500 tx ovTell THY dUceiges 1, 
Ka TV Ww5w eovyxure!, That is, We believe in Father, 
Sor, and Holy Ghoſt, a Trinity of Hypoſtaſes, or Per. 
ſons, having amongſt them ſuch a Diſtindion, as admits 
of no Diviſjn, and ſuch an Omon, or Unity, as js 
without all Confuſion. Athan. Tom. 1. p.1029.Colon. Eait. 
1686. 

The Author called Diony 


- 


us the Arcopagite (tho by ay, 


falſe Title, for the Areopagite lived in the firſt Cetitury pgira, 


but this Writer in the fourth) in his Book de Divinzs 
Nominibas, cap. 1. ſets forth the Trinity thas. Tax. At 
Alte hv iovwdgafor m3 umegs0's yourudrurO Eero. The Tri 
nity (fo called) becauſe of its manifeſtation of a Divine, or 
ſuperlative Fecundity ſhewn in Three Subſiſtences, or Per- 


ſons. 


Fpiphaninus alſo in the 624. Hereſie, and 24, Para- Epiphanits, 


graph, gives the like account of the fame, Tow og? is- 

FF - \ ne ef bl < ce! \ $3 . 
EVE Porhg, kou Vice, Kou DVEV Loos KIN! BY as W CW 00 peoeTt 
Az 
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Greawy Na- 


Tianzen, 


Animadverſzons, &c. 

KEKAwurro?, NN? GNR9 Gs THER Tx orouale, TEAM UTOGHOES, 
The Trinity is Numbred by Father, Son ana Hu (hoſt, 
n0t as one Thing called only by Three Name:, but as being 
in Truth T hree perfe& Subſiſtences,| or Ferſons} as well as 
T bree perfct Names. | 

In like manner Gregory Nazianze» ſpeaks much the 
ſame Thing in his 29th Oration. Xen «4 TW tra ©cv m- 
p%W Su 7hts Jes UISHO AS 0 WALL, WT wHhx D).SOMN, way 
EXXSH per Þ iducrylo-. We onght (iays he) to bold one 
God, and to confeſs Three Subſiſtences, or | hree Perſons, 
each with his reſpeftive Property according to his Subſi- 
fence, Greg. Naziang, Tom. 1. P. 490.*Edit. Pariſ. 
I630. | 


Gregory Nyſkn. Gregory Nyſſer, upon thoſe words in the firſt of Gexe- 


Sr. Baſil, 


ſis, Let us make man, expreiles himſelf thus. "Exviyoey 6 
Oe's 0 IgM) vx EYoOHs THY OtomMTo,: WATks MN & TRS ro; a= 
Tar id\in FF Oromo rs Pao, idic tis wu nveuualCy xyis, God 
(lays he) made man (laying the ſtreſs upon the word 
<T0ixcey of the Singular Number) that you may reckon, 
or account the Godhead to be but One, But not ſo the 
Subſtſtences;For thereis a proper Subſiitence of the Þ ather, 
a proper Sub/iſtence of the Sor, and a proper Subſiſtence of 
the Holy Ghoſt. Greg. Nyſlen, Tome. 1. p. 141. Edit, Pa- 
riſ. 1615. 

St. Ba{ilin his Book de Spiritu Sando, Chap. 18. ſpeaks 
thus of the Second Perſorx of the Trinity. Awrzgov A; 
©t0 $ALT KN THU KKBKORuey, © FB by Os DegTrulsEy- 
Te5 nou rd iduidegov THY Uanogdo emp 0 AWNOYEu Kol UeVO ues T1 
[a0Pegxing, We ( favs he) never to this Day heard of a 
Second God 5, but Worſhipping the Son as God of God, we 
both acknowledge the P roperty of the Hypoſtaſes [or Per- 
ſons} and inſiit upon one Supreme Governour, or Lord 
Y all Things PBaſ. Tom, 2. p. 332. Edit. Paril. 
I037. 


Like- 


CHarrer VIII 255 


Likewiſe St, Cyril of Alexandria declares himfelt S* Ci 0 


. , . , Pay Alexandria, 
much the ſame way 1n his third Dialogue dec Trimitate. 


"EveS1 Va A iheav To w pick TH Ir {4 oAsy +40 UTSXO 
ew, We may obſerve (lays he) in one Deity, 4 Terna- 
ry, or Triplicity according to (or in rejpect of | Subjs- 
ſtemce, 

The fame we fin1 alſo in [fdorns Pelufivta, T ib, I. mn 7 
Epiſt. 247. mix yog 5 h @©t5THs, fag doi vnogdows ſine. 
T&T9 Thect, T6170 tx:. There is (lays he) One Godhead, 
but Three Hypoſtaſes, or Subſiſtences. This keep this 
bold, &c, 

1 heodoret alſo ſpeaks very fully upon the ſame Subject, Theodwrer 
in his firſt Dialogue cortr, Anomgos, Ta wi i 855i 
di 0poing &T1 KONR TS waf'g toy 75 IS Ou T5 Ys wV Ee 
ue. 70 Ai Parhg 5 t0ydv, Obs hex a ging Foy T6 Parigs 
GANGS 8 g0;d owes ti Ako af baoogxotue 76 op at AAa 
Joi xc dNG40TR, 5 TXUTgv &l OULU Loy VT ot 1.0% U FCSS HC, 

That is t ſay, Sch I hings as belong properly to the Ni- 
vine | Eſſence, or Subſtance, are in like manner common 
to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſts. But the Term {| Fa- 
ther is not common to them 5 and therefore [ Faiher }] 
is no Property of the Eſſence, but of the Subſſtence, or Per- 
fon: But now, if one Thing be proper to the Hypoſtaſic. 
or Subſiſtence, and there be other Properties ofthe Eſſence, 
it follows, That Eſſence and Hypoſtaſis do not fignifie one 
and the ſame thing. And again, a little after: H 5 $s- 
Cig THis nou UE 16, oy 3 mV unTc; Koln oldies Y o fvvags 0- 

, »/ #4 "0 ER , , \ TT , 
{40IG3S &ÞINeGs, 014Ctews KYIX ou 0 p401W5 Ea, ou duo TaTe Ag- 
Your! juice! STIoWy feig umgdoas, That 1s, The Effence.or Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt 
#s common, being equally and alike Immortal, Incorrup- 
tible, Holy and Good. And for this Reaſon we af- 
firm One Eſſence, and Three Hypoſtaſes, AutFariums ſive 
Tom. 5. L1heodoret, p. 2385, Edit. Pariſc 1684, Cer- 

tainl's7 


elu- 
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tainly nothing conld, with greater Evidence, (tite the 
Perſonalities of Father, Sn, and Holy Ghoſt upon Three 
ſeveral Subſitences, than the Words here quoted out of 
this Father, Andl quote them out of him, though [ 
know the ſam? Dialogues are inſerted into Athanafus's 
Works ; but I am convinced by the reaſons given by Gar- 
nerins the Learned Editor of this 4Au&arium, that the 

ſaid Dialogues cannot belong to Athana/zus. 
Baſilius $:ey. Next to him let us hear Bafilius Selencienſis ſpeaking 
cienis, the ſame Thing in his firſt Oration, upon the firſt Verſe 
of the firſt Chapter of Geneſjs, where, upon theſe words, 
Let us make Man after our own [mage and Likeneſs, he dil- 
courſes thus. Mix wi! elady 4 FAxTToutyh, xx £06 5 Teams 
WH uty GAAY B1Gv Vaoxoear* Kow yore 3 Ore Iyuisc- 
Yhux T0 Tata fide wav a@xires Thy FAx7TSTXV, wicy 
Az giuvx 3 UdAQG, Vixoyaoay, ft IN win ot Tad Os 1 elnd 
ix TE UrogdO tw H Puors, To yer Trulov AB STi h A tuo 
1@. ©9rxc uxevrla, That is to ſay, The Image here formed 
#s but One, but the mention here made is not of One Hy- 
poStaſis, or Perſon only, but of Three. For the Thing form- 
ed being the common Work of the whole Deity. ſhews the Tris 
nity to have been the Former thereof, and ſo gives us one 
Image, or Reſemblance of the Trinity : But if the Image of 
the Trinity be but One, the Nature of the HypoiFaſes [ or Per- 
ſons] muſt be One too. For the QOnity of the Image, pro- 
| claims the Onity of the Subſtance, or Eſſence. Baſil. Seleu- 
| cienſ Orat. 1.p. 5. Printed at Paris with Gregorizs 


Thaumaturgns, &c. Anno Dom. 1622. 


= 


—AT> 


= — DO —_ Free wg 


| 7 excl Zacharias Sirnamed Scholafticus, and ſometime Me- 
| tropolitan of Mitylene (of the Sixth Century) in his 
| Diſpatation againſt the Philoſophers who held the Eter- 

nity of the World, to a certain Philoſopher, asking him, 


How the Chriftians could acknowledg the ſame both a 
Trinity 


CHAPTER VII... 


Trinity and an Unity too > Makes this Anſwer, Tedd 
Þaxpuiy Uo i ork wu word i Tigre Tog wiv Larigaioes Tels 
Uvecty JAY 5 Soixy wirin, That is, We affirma Trinity in Oni = 
ty, and an QOnity in Trinity , hereby affirming the Sub- 
fiſtences [| or Perſons | to be Three, and the Fſſence, or 
Subſtance to be only One. 


Johannes Damaſcenus, a Writer of the Eighth Centn- 24"4**« 


ry, in his Third Book dc Orthodox4 fide, Chap.1 1. about 
theend of irſpeaks thus, ©t9mg uiv F8 ©v0w PuN0G, 26 5 


TXrHo THY Uardraeo ty, G0 m0 Hr IewT TH THY QUT PEI 5 Thy 


UT5o5ecls, ©; uot t) nowey 3 þ.0 tee HMAtINER, Hou i) Exdghg 
To! vanyd 0m! Toirfora mxgeouo;: That is, The Godbead 
declares the Nature, but the 1erm\ Father}the Subſiſtence 3 
as Humanity does the Humane Nature, but Peter the Sub- 
fiitence, or Perſon, For the Term [ God] denotes the 
Divine Nature in Common, and equally denominates, 
or is aſcribed to each of the Hypoitaſes, or Subſiſtences. 
Damaſcen. Page. 207. Edit. Baſil. 1575. 

I ſhall cloſe up theſe particular Teſtimonies with ſome 


Paſiiges in the Creed, commonly called rhe Athanafian __ 
recds 


which I place ſo low, becauſe it is manifeſt, that Arha- 
24/i45 was not the Author of it, it being not ſo muchas 
mentioned in any Aztient Writer (as the very Learned 


457 


Dr.Cave affirms )tll it occurs inT heodnlphus Aurelianenſes, ny. ti. 
who lived about the latter end of the Eighth Century, terar. p. 


Now the Pallages are theſe, yrs ouſxtoiſes 165 brogdoes 
( in ſome Copies ngvownra,) wrt T1 S0iety SMougirys, oxMiy 
So i510 H 75 Tx] VDOSNO I, xy T5 vis, Katy YANy T6 mW cr 
19> 76 &yis, «AANK Pofſog Kol Us You mVWpntQ- XYIS wit Og0- 
Tis, &c, That is, Neither confounding the Hypoſtaſes 
[ or Perſons | mor dividing the Subſtance. Foy there 
is one Hypoſtaſis of the Father, another of the Son, and 
another of the Holy Ghoſt, but the Godhead of the Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt is One, &c. And again, 
L 1 


AS 1 


I46, 
509, 


255 Animadverſuns, &Cc. 


TAK ot B&G Oar?5Xo eats ouvAoualis Gu fauvrale £10 Hou iro, That 
is, The whole Three Hypoſtaſes [_ or Perſons }] are Coe- 
ternal together, aud Coequal. Theſe Paſſages are fall 
and plain, and the Creed it felf may w-11 claim the An- 
| tiquity at leaſt of the Eighth Century. 
| My next Authorities ſhall be thoſe of the Councils. But 
—- beforel paſs to them, I cannot but obſerve and own to 
= | the Reader concerning ſome of the firſt of my Quotati- 
| ons, viz, thoſe out of Juſtin Martyr, and that out of 
St. Athanaſins, that it has been very much queſtioned 
| by ſome Learned Men, Whether thoſe Books, from 
| whence they are taken,do really belong to the Authors 
to whom they are aſcribed, and among whoſe Works 
they are inſerted, or no. This I ſay, I was. not 1gno- 
rant of, nevertheleſs I thought fit to quote them by the 
Names under which I found them placed 5 fince many 
very Learned Perfons, and much more acquainted with 
the Writings of the Ancients than I pretend to be, have 
apon ſeveral Occaſions done fo before me. And the faid 
Tracts are certainly of a very early date,and though the 
Authors of them ſhould fall a Century or two lower, yet 
they till retain Antiquity enough to make good the 
Point for which I alledged them. Nevertheleſs I muſt 
and do confeſs it very probable, That the more diſtin& 
| and exaG& uſe of the Terms UTOSXCEAC, and fu UTOpEtws, 
| as applyed to the Divine Perſons, did not genera]- 
iy and commonly take place, but as by degrees the Diſ- 
cuſſion of the Arian and other the like Controverſies, 
through frequent Diſputes, grew to ſtill a greater and 
| greater Maturity. And that the uſe of theſe Terms did 
| obtain then, and upon that Account, I thinka very con- 
| fiderable Argument to authorize, and recommend them 
io all Sober and Judicious Minds. 


And 


Ed 


CHAPTER YVIIT. 


And ſo I paſs to the Teſtimonies of Councils concern- 
ing the fame. Amongſt which, we have here, in the 
firſt place, the Council of Chalcedor, making a Confeſſi- 
on, or Declaration of their Faith, concerning ihe Perſor: 


of our Saviour, and that, both as to the Abſo]Jute undivi- 
ded Onity of his Perſon, and as to the Diffterenceand Di- 
ſtintion of his {wo Natures, part of which Confeſſion 
runs thus. Oyohoyswulp fro uot Taulty IHoEv Xei5ty, KURION, icy 
£oroywh, t vo quotc: ooiuſytrus, wftalas, ad\ieierTncy Keu dyGr 
ei5@s YIartdawor SAS 1Þ Thy QUoews lapoghg KYHekuerns UN 
TRY W@5W, EOQoueHs 5 Marnev i id\CTH[ Gp Exetreegs MITES, 
Aa tip Ur m2 Ow KA ices Crieero ty Over iors. That is, We 
conſ-js One and the ſame Lord Jeſus Chriff, the only be- 
gotten Son of God in Two Natures, without Confuſion, &c. 
the difference of the ſaid Natures, being by no means de- 
Froyed by their Onion, but rather the property of each Na- 
ture being thereby preſerved, and both concurring to (or 
mceting in| One Perſon, or Hypoſtaſis, This Account 
of the Chalcedon Confeilion we have in the Second 
Book of Evagrizs, towards the Jatter end of the 4th 
Chapter 5 and a lively Inſtance it 1s of the Connci!'s ex- 
preſſing the Perſonality of Chriſt by, and ſtating lt upon, 


S ubſiſtence, —- : Tuſtinian's 
In the next place, upon Juſtin7an's calling the ſecond conten;- 


Council of Conſtantinople (being the Fifth General one )on. 
;n the Year 553, for Condemning of the Tri2 Capitula, 
we have a large and Noble Confeſſion of Faith made hy 
that Emperour, and owned and applauded by all the 
Council, and inſerted amongſt the As of it : And in 
this we have the Three Divine Perſons ſeveral times ex- 
preſſzd by ſo many 5445, as a Term equivalent to 
#:0om and indeed Importing withall the Perſonality, 
or Formal Reaſon of the fame; and that fo fully and 
plainly, that nothing could, or can be more lo. 'Oy- 

LI 2 ASE 


EE 
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Fifth Genz- 


ral Coun- 
cl, 


"The Sixth 


General 
Caunci!, 


A 


Aoyguly tolvuy mzever tig Px1teg, ia YI, ut Xy19v PVEULLCE 
Tex 3nos5iy, pier ©1:imlx, io! IOW Hoy S510, 13 No war, 
Hot ES8TICD WV $10 v brogdo'eo 1, G1 nfo kT? Ao3dg TiC, Cf e 
Thatis, ie Profeſs to Believe One Father, Son, and Hoiy 
Ghoſt, Glorifying thereby a Conjubſtantial Trinity, One 
Deity, or Nature, or Eſſ:nce, and Power and Authorit y 
in Three Subſitences, or Perſons. And again to the ſame 
purpoſe, MoizSw iv frxd\u int Ji hee hy 140112 8 mg KuUvSule, Wo 
ga9 fo! tx 5Gv THY Sager KALTRY EAT wv, wovaeve wav FF) Toy 3 5- 
Oo Ys! ©8770; Adyor, Sizfo NATL 1s ii mmars yep Dag d- 
oe; ito; mgfoome, We worſhip (lays he) ar QOnity in I ri- 
itz, and a Trinity in Unity, having both a range ant 
wonderful Diſtinfion and Onion, that is to” lay, az 
QOrnion, or Singularity in veſpe# of the SubFance or God- 
head, and a Trinity in reſpeF of Properties, Subſjjlexces, op 
Perſons 3 with ſeveral more ſuch Paſſyges to the fame 
Purpoſe and Signification- 
And then, as forthe Conncil it felf the firſt Canon of 

it ſpeaks thusz Eilg 5 0yohoyei Pufls, VS, & cyis mime G- 
with 9351p, GI Soi, Ou jarew fea, GE EST OV, GON Cao5 on 
ov, Wigv ©tomiſe & HCI vao5xoecow, HTY mg G05 TgOTKUNKTHY, 
TUSTO. Av%Kuc t5w, That is, If any one Confeſs not 
One Nature, or Subſtance, One Power, and Authority of 
Father, Son, and Holy GhosSt, aCoefſential Trinity, and 
One Deity to be Worſhipped in Three Subſiftences, or per- 
ſons, Let ſuch an one be Accurſed, 

In the next place, we have the Sixth Gezeral Council, 
and the Third of ConfFantinople, called by Conitantings. 
Pogonatus againſt the Monot helites in the Year 681. In 
the AFs of which Council, Article 6. we have the Conn 
cil owning the ſame Thing, and in the ſame words, 
which a little before we quoted out of the Conncil of 
Chalcedon : And moreover in the Tenth Article, the 
Council declares it ſelf thus. Tv Kugaov Hua) 'Invgv Xo 


CHAPTER VIII 


oy 7 Au91130 ov emSelorrig aut vo adrs Tx; plows W 1h 
wars Ig unSGs (rode, Oc, That is, We believ- 
ingour Lord Jeſus Chriſt to be the True God, do affirm in 
him Two Diſtin® Natures ſhining forth in One $yb- 
ſiſtence, or Perſon. 

 Agreeably rothis, the Conncil immediately following 


< ' 
& Es C4altedal 


called by the Greeks, £ivolG- awidury, ard by the / 2 @rini-gex- 
tines Concitinm Yuini Sextum, Conkilting chiefly of tc 


ſame Perſons wuh the former, and calied by the 1ame 
Conitantine about Ten Years atter, for the m-king of 
Canons about Diſcipline, by way of Supplement to the 
Fifthand Sixth Comnrncils, which had made none. This 
Conncil, 1 ſay, 1n the firſt of its Canons, which is as a kind 
of Preface, owns and applauds the Nzceve Fathers, for 
that, with an Unanimous Agreement and conſent of 
Faith, they had declarcd and cleared up one Conſubstan- 
tiality in the Three Hypoſtaſes, or Subſeflences of the Dj- 
vine Nature. Ol Th 0 r40l/9,400V;; M TISEWE 70 0M0STLO! M1 
nr, 151 Trav 13 Digrnngs PL i95 UnOSHKOED? HAIKU polrle watt 
Aifdiomy, Oc 


And Laſtly in the Florentine Council, held in the Fif The Carc?! 


teenth, Century, in which rhe Greeks, with their Empe- 
ror Johannes Paleologus met the Latizes 18 order to an 
Accord between them, touching that ſo much contro- 
verted Article about the Proceſſzon of the Holy Ghoſt. In 
this Counczl, Iſay, we bave the Grecks alſo expreſſing 
the Perſonality of the Holy Ghoſt, by the 10 vToga%ug!, 
For whereas the Latines affirmed, that the Holy Ghoſt 
the To &yz0v wVUwuct did owaxCAuzemr img Thatis to fay, 
ftrean, or flow from the Son, the Grecks deſired them 
to explain what they meant by that Expreſſion, av&AJ-. 
*vinls 0.5, and whether they underſtood, that he de- 
rived both his Eſſeace and Perſonality from him, and that. 


in theſe words very ſignificant to our purpoſe, #1 7), 
| 3Ciogy 


—CT—— 


CE Elmenco. 


9 CAE IA OE i FA DO CABG CA ye ye 9 


"The Latin 
Church, 


Animadrerſions, &C. 

$6 ixv 1.0 Th Log ncy ou Tet TE HSU A& BEV £2 UTY 23 015- 
By which we ſee that even with theſe Modern Greeks al- 
ſo the odcix and T0 umegluty, which 1s all one with the 
Togo, Ngnifie Eſſence and Perſon, as applyed to the 
Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity, Hiſt, Concil. Florent. in 
the laſt Ghapter, and Queſtion 7.of Section 8. Pag, 246. 
t&t forth by Dr. Creyghton, 1660. 

[ cannot think it requiſite to quote any Thing more 
from the Greeks uponthis Subjed, it being as clear as the 
Day, that both Fathers and Conncils ftated the Perſor- 
alities of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, upon Three diſ- 
tin Hypoſtaſes,or Subſiſtences of one and the ſame God- 
bead, Eſſence, or Subſtance, diltinguiſted thereby into 
Three Perſons. 

And ſo Ipaſs from the Creeks to the Latines, whom 
we ſhall find giving an Account of the ſame, partly by 
ſubſiſtences and Modes of ſubſiſtence, and partly by Rela- 
tions. Bur not equa!l by both inall Ages of the Church. 
For we have before-ſhicwn, That there was a long and 
ſharp Conteſt between the Greeks and the Latizes about 
the Word Hzpoſtaſts, and that the Latines dreaded the 
uſe of it, 2s knowing no other Latin Word to render it 
by, but S»b/tartia, which they could by no means aſcribe 
plurally to God 3 and as for the WBrd Subſiſtentia, that 
was not then accounted properly Latin ; and it was but 
upon this occaſion, and to fence again(t the Ambiguity 
ot the Word vrimcis that it came at length into uſe 
amoneſt the Latines. And even after all, it muſt be yet 
further confeſſed, That notwithſtanding that fair foun- 
dation of Accord between the Greeks and Latines laid 
by theforementioned Conncil of Alexandria.and the hear- 
ty Endeavours both of Athanaſius and of Gregory Nazz- 
anzen after him, to accommodate .the buſinels between 
them, the Latines were not ſoready to come over to the 
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Greeks, in the free uſe of the Word Hypoſiaſis, as the 
Greeks were tocomply withthe Latines inthe uſe of the 
Word ng99% wm, aniwering to their Perſova, And 
therefore ii vain would any one ſeck for an Explicati- 
on of the Divine Perſons 1n the Trinity, by the Terms 
' Oubſijtentie,or Modi Subſitendi,in the earlier Latin Wri- 
ters, ſuch as Tertullian about tie latter end of the ſecond 
Century, and S:. Cyprian about themi4le of the Third, 
and LaFantizs about the latter end of the fame, and the 
beginning ofthe Fourth. Nevertheleſs find it we do, 
in the Writers of the following Ages 3 And how, and in 
what fence it was uſed by them, ſhall be now confi- 
dered. 

And here we will begin with St, Ambroſe, who is full 
and clear 1n the caſe, in his Book in Symboluys Apoſtoli- 
came, Cap. 2. Tom. 2. in thele Words. 112 ergo reftam, & 
Catholicum eſt, ut & unum Deum ſecundum Onitaten 
Subſtantie fateamur, & Patrem, & Filium, & Spiritun 
Sandum inſui quemgque Subſiſtentia ſentiamnus, A Pal. 
ſage ſo very plain, that nothing certainly could more 
eficfually declare, That this Father reckoned the Perſon- 
alities of the Three Divine Perſons to conſiſt in their ſc- 
veral and reſpeCtive Subſiſtences. 

Thenext whom we ſhall alledge, 1s St. Hzlary, who 
flouriſhed in the Fourth Century, and wrote Twelve 
Books of the Trinity, and ſome other Tris upon the 
ſame Subje& againſt the Arians. He, | confeſs, fre- 
quently, and particularly in Book 4.de Trin3t.p.36. Baſil. 
Edit. 1570. calls the Three Divine Perſons. Tres Subſtan- 
tigs ; but it is evident, that he took Subſtantia, in the 
ſame ſence with Subſiſtentia, or Hypoſtaſts 3 foraſmnch as 
he elſe where often affirms that, which muſt of neceſlity 
infer this co be his meaning. As tor inſtance, in his 
Buok de Synoais conutra Arianos, Page 223, he tells us, 
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| That NuVan diverſitatem ant diſſamilitudinem admiltit 


Geniti & Gignentis Eſſentia, And again, That there is 
Indifferens in Patre &- Filio divinitatis (ubſtantia, p. 224 
And nulla difſerentis Eſſentie diſcreta Natura, wid. And 
nulla Originalis ſubſtaniie diverſitas, bird. And that there 
15s between them zulla diver/itas Eſſentie, p. 225, None 
of all which Propoſitions could poſlibly be true, if the 
Djvine Perſons were three diitin@Subſtances according to 
the proper ſence and ſignification of the Word Subſtance. 


And therefore the Learned Forbeſi#s in his Hiſtorico-1 he- 


ological Inſirufions; Book 1, Chap. 2. quoting the afore- 
ſaid Paſſage, after the Words Tres [ubjtantias, ſul:j:yns 
theſe of his own, Eo | nempe}] ſenſu quo Greci dicebant 
Tetir voogdoers, And accordingly St. Hilary explaining 
bimſelf further, in his fore-cited Book de Synodis contra 
Arianos, p. 226, ſays, That though between the Fa- 
ther and the Sor there was nulla aiveritas Fſſentie, yet 
they did reſpuere Perſonalium Nominum Unionem,ne Ons 
Subſiſtens ft, qui & Pater dicatur & Filius : Which 
Words manifeſtly infer, That the Father 7s ſaid to be a 
Father, and the Son to be a Son, by a diitin@ SubſiStence 
proper to each of them. And againſpeaking of thoſe 
Faihcrs who oppoſed the Herefie of Sabel/zxs, ſays of 
tnem : Jadcirco Tres Subſtantias efſe dixerunt, Subſiſten- 
tium Perſonas per Subſtantias edocentes, oz ſubſtantiarn 
Patris, & Filii, & Spiritus Sandi, diverſitate diſſumilis 
eſſentie ſeparantes, p. 228. By which Words, he ſpeaks 
all that the Greeks meant by ina, or the Latines of 
the following Times, by Sub/iſtentia. For which reaſon 
it is, that the Learned Collator and Editor of this Father's 
Works, uſes, now and then, to ſuch Paſlages as theſe to 
add an Explicatory Marginal Note to this purpoſe ; asin 
Page 36. Book 4- de Trinitate, he puts in the Margin, 
Tres Subſtantie, id eſt, in55045, and in this Book de Sy- 
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nods, &Cc. p. 227. he remarks in the ſide, 7rina i# Dzvi- 
ms iris; Which manifeſtly ſhews, what the Judg- 
ment of Learned Men was concerning St. Hilary's ſence 
in the uſe of the words Zres Sub/tantiz With reference 
to the Divine Perſons. 

From St. Z2/ary we pals to St. Ferome; who indeed 
{crupled the uſe of the Word Zypoſtafis, (as applyed to 
the Divine Perſons) in Epiſtle 57. to Pope Damaſus. But 
that he did only ſcruple it, and not abſolutely refuſe, or 
reje& it, is evident from ſeveral other Paſſages in that 
Epiſtle ; which ſhewed his Judgment to be, that there 
was nothing of it {elf ill and hurtful in the uſe of ir. 
For, had he judged otherwiſe, ſurely he would not have 
told Damaſus, that he was ready to own the Exprefſion 
of Tres Perſonas Subſiſtentes: And moreover, That if 
Damaſus would command the uſe ofthe Term Zypoſta/es, 
he would uſe it. But his Exception againſt it ( for it was 
not the Word Perſon, 'as a great Man miſtakes it, but 
the Word Zypoſtafis, which St. Ferome demurred to the 
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uſe of ) was builrupon theſe 'Two grounds, both expreſ- mons on 


{ed in the ſame Epiltle. | 

Firſt, That Zereticks abuſed, or made an ill ufe of 
this Term, to deceive and impoſe upon the Minds of 
Weak, and Unwary Perſons. And, in good earneſt, 
that muſt bea very extraordinary Word indeed, which 
is uncapable: of being one way or other abuſed by ſome, 
and miſunderſtood'by others. 

Secondly, The other ground (which, as there is great 
reaſon to believe, was the main and principal caule of 
St. Ferome's diſlike of this Term) was its being impoſed 
by an Incompetent Authority, viz. That ſome of the 
Greek Church would needs command him (and him a 
very warm Man too) who was of the Latin Communion, 
to the uſe of that, which the Latiz» Church had not obli- 
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ged him to. And Calvin, in Lib. 1. Chap 13.of his Inftitu- 
tions, Sef. 5. ſhrewdly intimates the peculiar Pique, 
which St. Jerome bore to the Eaſtern Biſhops, to have 
been the chief, if not the ſole cauſe of his Exception 
againſt this Word; adding withal, that it was not fairly 
done of him (which Calvin was a very Competent Judge 
of ) to Aſlert (as in that Epiſtle he does) that in omnz- 
bus Scholis, %5ia was nihil aliud quam Hypoſtaſis; which 
Calvin there fays, Communi tritoque uſu-paſſim refellitur. 
Bur after all, it ſeems, St. Ferome could relent from his 
ſtiffneis, and reconcile himſelf ro this ſo much ſcrupled 
Expreſſion. For in his Epiſtle, or Diſcourſe ad Paulam 
& Euſtochium de aſſumptione Beatz Mariz ſpeaking of our 
Savioar's exerciſing Iwo diſtinct kinds of Operation, ac- 
cording to his Two Natures combining in one Perſon, 
has thele Words, Per hoc, quod audierant, quod viderant, 
quod tratlarant (viz. Apoſtoli) verbam vite erat, & nihil 
aliud ex duabus Nataris, quam Unum juxta Subſiſtentiam 
vel Perſonam. Hieronym. Tom. g. p. 113. Edit. Parif, a= 
pud Nivellium, 1579. So that I am in good hopes, that 
for the future St. Ferome's Authority will not be alledg- 
ed againſt expreſſing the Divine Perſons by Hypoſtaſes ; 
till ir be proved, that there cannot be a Greek and a Latir 
Word for one and the fame Thing: For, what uniz:5 
ſignifies in the Gree#, That, it is certain, SuZ/ifentia ſig- 
nifies and declares to us in the Lazy. 

As for St. Auſtin, though he looks upon the Word 
Hypoſtaſis, or SubſiStentia, as new and ſtrange to the La- 
tines, in the ſence, 1n which it was uſed by the Greeks, 
yer he is fo far from abridging the Greeks in their way of 
ſpeaking, that he very amicably allows even of thoſe 
Latines allo, who choſe to follow the Greek Expreſſion, 
as to this Particular, in his 5th. Book Je 7r:n. Chap. 8, 9. 
where he tells us, Qi bec traffant Greco eloquio dicunt 
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way Slay, Teds UToSHo es, Latine ifta traftantes cam 
alium modum aptiorem non invenirent, quo enuntiarent 
verbis, dicunt Unam Eſſentiam vel Subſtantiam, Tres 
autem Perſonas, ibid. By which this Father manifeſtly 
ſhews, That the Latines indeed undeſtood the very 
ſame Thing by Perſoxa, which the Greeks did by &t- 
za; and that they really rendered one by the other, 
though they were not generally ſo ready to uſe the 
Term. And herel ſuppoſe the Reader will eaſily perceive, 
that my Intent 1s not to eſtabliſh the uſe of the words 
hitherto pleaded for, upon the Authority of St. Auſtin, 
( for the Cale needs it not ) but only to ſhew, That al- 


beit this Father does both particularly conſider, and ex- - 


preſly ſpeak of the ſaid Terms, yet he does not in the 
leaſt reje, or difallow of them. But however, in the 
ſame Book he proceeds to another Topick very much to 
our preſent purpoſe, viz. his ſtating the Divine Perſo- 
ualities upon Relation, in theſe Words, [z Deo nihil ſe- 
cundium Accidens dicitur, quia in eo nihil eft mutabile. Nec 
tamen omne quod dicitur, ſecundim Subſtantiam dicitur, ſed 
ſecundimn Relativum : Quod tamen Relativum non eff Acci- 


dens, quia non eſt mutabile; ut filius dicitur Relative ad 


Patrem, &c. Whereby ( as we have faid). founding 
Perſonality in, and upon ſomething Relative, he ſuffici- 
ently proves, That the fame neither is, nor can be pla: 


ced in Self-Conſciouſneſs ; this being a Term,in the import * 


of it, pertealy A4b/olute, and containing nothing Rela- 
tive in it at all. 

Next to St. Auſtin, we will produce Ruffinus a Writer 
of the 4th Century, and flourithing about the latter end 
of it; who, in the ſhort Account he gives us of what 
was done in the forementioned Synod of Alexandria, for 
the Peace of the Church, and the cloſing up the Divi- 
ſton between the Greeks and the Latznes abour the Words 
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zla.and Ymimes, in Chap. 29. of the firſt Book of his: 
Hiſtory, tells us, That although ſome thought that both: 
theſs Words were Synonymous, and conſequently that 
as Three Subſtances were by no means to be admitted in- 
the Trinity, fo neither ought-we to- acknowledg 7hree 
Subſitences therein, yet that others, and thoſe much 
the greater, and more prevailing, part, judged quite 0- 
therwiſe; in theſe Words. Ali vero quibus longe aliud 
Subſtantia qxam Subſiſtentia gnificare videbatur, dicebaut 
quod Subitanria rez alicujus Naturam rationemque, qui cou- 
ſtat, deſignet; Subfiſtentia autem uninſcujuſque Perſo- 
ne hoc ipſum quod extat & ſubſrftit, oftendat ; ideoque prop- 
ter Sabellii Herein tres eſſe Subſiſtentias confitendas, quod 
quaſi Tres Subſiſtentes Perſonas ſignificare viderentur, ne 
ſuſpicionem daremus tanquam iſtius fidei ſectatores eſſemus, 
que T rinitatem in Nominibus tantam, ac non in Rebus, ac 
Subſiſtentiis confizetur.. So that we ſee here a full, and 
clear Account both of the Sence of this Word, and of 
the Reaſon, Why the Church thought fit to eſtabliſh the - 
uſe of it with reference to the Perſons of the Bleſſed 
Trinity. 
| Another Teſtimony ſhall be from Beotzus who flouri- 
ſhed about the beginning of the 6 th Century. He in. 
Chap.. 2. of his Book de duabus Naturi in una Perſoud 
Chriſti, firſt gives us this Difinition of a Perſon, that it 
is Rationabilis Nature individua Subſiſtentia, (according to -. 
which,our Author's Warr- Horſe is like to fall from his Perſo- 
nal Dignity.) And afterwards, having diſcourſed about - 
the difference of «ia, zoiwnc, and vrimzos, he concludes the - 
faid Chapter thus. Hec omnia idcirco ſunt difta,ut differen> - 
tiam Nature atque Perſone, id eff wias atque vmaunes . 
monſtraremus : Quo verb nomine unumquodque oporteat appels 
lari, Ecclefiaſtice fit locutionis Arbitrium ; ut tamen hoc in- 
terim conFtet, quad inter Naturam Perſonanzque differre pres 
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diximus. By all which he gives us a very Plain, Rational, 
and Scholaſtick Account of this Matter. 

The next, whom I ſhall produce to Vouch the ſame 
Thing, is RufFicus Diaconus, who lived and flouriſhed 
about the middle of the Sixth Century. He in Chap. 6. 
of his Book contra Acephalos , tells the Neſtorian Here- 
tick, ( whom he is there by way of Dialogue diſputing 
with) That Sub/eſtentia interdum Perſonam fignificat, non 
nunquam vero Subſtantiam. . And accordingly, that the 
Council of. Epheſus diſtinguiſhed iy our Saviour, aliud & 
aliud, viz. in reſpect of his Two Natares, but not alium 
& alium 1n reſpect of his Perſon, which was but One : 
And this quite contrary to what we obſerve in the 7ri- 
nity, 1llic enim alius & alius, ue Subftentias confundamas ; 
on vero aliud &S aliud. Unum enim Tria © idem Deitate. 
To which Words of the Sy2od, this Author ſubjoyns 
theſe of his own. Ecce manifefFiſime Synodi Univerſalis 
Authoritas Subſiſtentias pro Perlonis ſuſcepit atque lauda- 
vit, This alſo, I think, is very full and ſatisfactory. 

I ſhall cloſe theſe particular Teſtimonies with Two 
Paſſages in the Appendix to the Breviary of Liberatas 
the Deacon, who alſo lived about the middle of the 
Sixth Century, as I find it in Crab#'s Colle&ion of the 
Councils, Tom. 2. P. 126. Col. 2. and which the very 
Learned Dr. Cave obſerves, is the only Edition of the 
Councils, where it is to be found. The firſt Paſſage is 
this. dem Natura & SubFantia, quod commune, non pro- 
prium Jgpificat, & idem Perſona ©. Subjiſtentia, quod pro- 


prium, © nou commune declarat. And the other follows a- 
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bout Ten Lines after in the ſame Column. Sante ergo 
Trinitatis una quidem eff Natura atque Subantia, Com- 
munis eff enim Trium Subſtantia, non autem una Subſiſten- 
tia, ſeu Perſona T rium, viz. Patris, © Filiz, & Spiritas 
Santti, ſed Tres Subſiſtentia ſunt, In which certainly we 
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have ſo very clear and pregnant a Declaration of the 
Thing Contended for by us, that a clearer cannot poſli- 
bly be given, nor reaſonably deſired. 
And therefore to add no more Private, or Single Au- 
Thezare- thorities, I ſhall conclude all with that of a Council; not 
1.091% 2 General one indeed, but that Lateran held under Pope 
Merin Martin the firſt of 105 Biſhops about the Year 649, 
the Firf. or 650, and by way of Preparaiion for the Sixth Gene- 
ral one, and of Conſtantinople the third ; called (as we 
have already ſhewn) by Conſtartinus Pogonatus, and 
held the following Year againſt rhe M-2thelites. The 
firſt Decree of which faid Laterar Synsd. is this: Siquts 
fecundim Santos Patres nou confitetur provi & veraciter 
Patrem, Filium, & Spiritum Sauttum,Trinitai c:% j1 Vnitate 
& @nitatem in Trinitate, hoc eſt, unum Dcum in Tribus 
Subſiſtentiis conſub/tantialibus, wqualis gloric, tam, ean- 
demque Trium Deitatem, Naturam, SubStautiam, & Virtu- 
tem, &c, fit condermnatus, Now this does as manituitly 
place the Three Divine Perſons in Three diſtin(t $ubſitences, 
as it 15 poſſible for words to expreſs. For it 1s evident, 
that by S«4/;/tentiis cannot be here meant SubS7antzis ; 
foraſmuch as [SubFantiis conſubſtantialibus] would nei- 
ther be Truth, nor Sence. | 
And now, all that I pretend to from the foregoing Te- 
ſtimonties and Quotations, is not to prove, that the Za- 
tin Church has alway made uſe of the Terms 7Zypoaſes, 
Subſiſtentig, & Modi Subjſiftendi, about the Explication of 
the 77zity, ( forT own it to have been otherwile, ) but 
that from the Fourth Century downward, thoſe of chat 
Communion were not Strangers to, and unacquainted 
with theſe Words; many great and Eminent writers 
having irom time to time more or leſs applyed them to 
this Purpole, But the main Proof of the Point driven 
at I ſtate upon the Latter Ages of the Catholick Church. 
Concerning 
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Concerning which I dare and do affirm, 'That for the 
Five or Six laſt Centuries, the ſaid Terms have been 
Univerſally received and uſed by Dzvines in their Wri- 
tings and Diſcourſes about the 7rinity; all ſtating the 
Perſoxalities and Diſtinttion of the Divine Perſons upon 
ſo many diſtintt Subjiſtences,or Modes of Sub/iſtence ; there- 
in following the Greet Fathers, who were much more 
verſed in this Controverſie, and managed it much bet- 
ter and more exadtly than the Ancient Latires did. 

Accordingly, I ſhall proceed now to the Schoot-mer ; 
amongſt whom I ſhall begin with the Father of them, 
viz. Peter Lombard, who in Book 1. of his Sentences, 
Diftinft. 25. and Point. or Seft. 9. ſpeaks thus. Cam di- 
citur alia eſt Perſona Patris, alia F111, alia Spiritus Santtt, 
utique id ſane intelligi poteſt, ut fit ſenſas talis; Alia eſt 
Subſ/tentia, vel Hypojtaſis Patris, alia Subſiſtentia Filit, 
alia Subſiſtentia Spiriths Sault ; & a'ia Subſritentia Pater, 
alia Filius, alia Spiritus Sanitus. By which ſurely it is 
plain, That he ſtates the Divine Perſons and their Perſo- 
nalities upon Sub//tence, if any thing can be ſo. 

Next to Lombard,l ſhall produce Alenfrs, who in Yel.r. 
and Book 1. de Divinis nominibus in ſpecial, has theſe Paſ- 
ſages. 7a Divinis non dicitur una. ſubſiſtentia, ſicut una 
ſubjtantia. Queelt, 57. Memb. 3. And Zres ſunt Hypo- 
ſtaſes unins Eſſentie, Quzlt. 58. Memb. 3. And Perſons 
eft Hypoſtaſts proprietate ſua diſtinfa.Quzlt. 58.Memb.g. 
By all which he manifeſtly Aſſerts the thing here con- 
tended for, 

After him, let us ſee what Durandus fays, who un- 
dertaking to give the ſgnification. of Sub/tantia, S:bjt- 
ftentia, Efſentia and Perſona, with reference to God, in 
order to the Explication of the Term S«&/1jtentza, (irik 
tells us, What it 1s to Sub, in theſe Words. Sub/afFere 
dicit determinatum efſendi modum, prout ſcilicet aliquid ei 
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Fns per ſe, & non in alio. A little after which, he tells 
us, That Nomen Perſon dicit ſuppoſitum TntelleFualis Na- 
ture, cui omnia Predifta conveniunt, ſcil. Efſentia, Sub- 
ftantia & Subſiſtentia. By which he gives us a moſt exact 
Account and Definition of a Perſoz; which ( in /ntell;- 
gent Beings ) is nothing elſe but an Eſſence, or SubFance 
(Terms Synony mous in God )under a Subfiſtence peculiarly 
belonging to it. And in the end of this Queſtion, he fur- 
ther explains the Perſonalities of the Divine Perſons by 
ſo many diftinit Relations, in theſe Words. Perſona, 
que multiplicatur in Divink, includit in eo, de quo dicitur, 
aliquid, quod non eff omnino idem ſecundum rem vel ex natu- 
ra rei cum Eſſentia vel SubFtantid, [cilicet Relationem ; ra- 
tione cujus plurificatur Perſona in Divinis, & non eſſentia. 
Durandus Lib. r. DiſtinCt. 23. Quzſt. 2. 

Thomas Aquinas alſo we ſhall find giving his Judg- 
ment to the ſame purpoſe, and that very fully 
and clearly. Dicendum ( ſays he ) quod quamvis hoc 
Nomen [ SubFantia] in Latino reſpondere videatur huic 
Nomini [ HypoFtafis ] in Graco, non tamen omnind idem 
franificat ſecundum uſum utrinſque lingue. Nam hoc nomen 
[Hypoſtafts] apud Grecos fignificat tantum Subſtantiam par- 
ticularem que et ſubantia prima ; ſed Latini utuntur No- 
mine Subjtantie tam pro prima quam pro ſecundd, Subſtantia 
autem particulars nihil aliud videtur, quam quid diſtinitum 
ſubſiftens. Cum ergo in Divinis invenitur aliquid diftin- 
Aum ſubſiftens, rette ibi Nomen [Hypoſtaſis] dici poteFF, 
ſecundum quod Divina verbis humanis (ignificari contin- 
git, And again, Dicendum quod hoc Nomen [Perſona] non 
differt ab hoc nomine | Hypo$tafis] nift qudd addit determi- 
natam Naturam ; quod patet ex hoc, quad Hypoitafis eſt In- 
dividua ſubſtantia. Perſona vero Individua ſubſtantia Ratio» 
nalis Nature. HypoFtafis ergo in Rationali Natur} accepta 


_nihil aliud eff, quam Perſona, ficut Animal cum Rationali 


Als 
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Aﬀu nihil alind eft quam Homo. Uude cim Divina Natura 
fit Rationalis, ( largo modo accipiendo Rationale pro quolibet 
Intelleuali ) oportet quod Flypoſtaſis Divina fit idem quod 
Perſona Divina, And pretently atter, as to the Relative 
Nature of this ZTypoſta/ts, he adds this at the end of the 
Article. Szcut ergo hoc Nomen [Perſona] in Divinis ſig- 
nificat Relationem per modum rei Subſiſtentis, ſic & boc No- 
men Hypotaſis] Thomas in Scripto 2. in Sentent. Lib. t. 
Diſtin&t. 26. Que, 1. Artic. x, 2. And again in his 
Comment upon the Epiſtle to the Romans, Cap. 1. Ni- 
hil aliud e? Perſona quam Hypoſtaſis aut ſuppoſitum Ratio- 
ualis Nature. 
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Next to 7Themas, It.us hear Cajetan, one of the moſt Cajetan. 


Eminent Commentators upon him, who defending Bo- 


#aventure againſt Scotus, ſpeaks thus as to this particular. 


Subſtantia dupliciter ſumitur, & pro Eſſentia & pro Hy: 
poftaſi (i. e. ) Subſiſtentia. Atque hoc ſecundo modo Sub- 
ftantia, id elt, Hypoſtaſts dicitur formaliter de Perſoni Di- 
wVini, & quod fimal ac ſemel Perſona Divina eit Hypoſtaſis 
& tainen Relatio, Adding theſe Words immediately 
hereupon. ec omnia communia ſunt omnibus Theolozis. 
Cajetan in 1” Thomx, Qazſt. 40. Artic. 2. 

From Cajetas I thall paſs to Greg. de Yalentia, who 
diſcourſes of the Divine Perſons and Perſozalities thus, 
Ex his conſequeater apparet, debere concedi in Divinis Tres 
Subſoitentias reſpectivas, ion ſolum ut Subſaftentia accipitur 
pro Tora Perfoniut definitio Ecclejice declarat ; ſed etiam ut 
accipitur pro gradu illo ultimo Subjtantiali conſtituente Pgr- 
ſonar & readente 17am incommunicabilem, quem T heologt 
appelare folent Subſeffentiam, 5 e3F ipſa Perſonalitas. 
G. Je Valentia Tom. 1. Diſpurat. generali 2. Quaſt. 3. 
Artic. 2. Þ. 741. 

Zo Gregory de Palentii, we will ſubjoyn EF:;us, who 
ſpcaiing of the Words Perſona and Zypoſtaſis as they 

Nn were 


Greg. de 


Valentias 


ZFfbius. 
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were uſed by the Greeks and Latines, and of the ſence of 
the Fathers about them, ſpeaks thus. Forum Authoritas 
tem poſteriores Gract ita ſunt ſecuti, ut Hypoſtaſim in Di- 
vinis non aliud intelligant, quam quod Latini Perſonam wo- 
cant, maxime cum in promptu non eſſet aliud Yocabulurn, quo 
Subfiſtentiam illam perſonalem,qud inter ſe diſtingauntur Pa: 


* ter, & Filius, & Spiritus Sanilus, commode atque inoffense 


Suarez. 


go 


exprimerent. Eſtius in ſentent. lib. 1. Diſtinct, 23. Arti- 
culo 3 By which Words it appears, That according, 
to this Author, it is this Perſonalis Subfiſtentia, by which 
the Three Divine Perſons are diſtinguiſhed, and conſe- 
quently in which the proper Perſoxality of each of them 
docs conſiſt. | | 

After E/tius let us caſt our Eye upon Suarez, ſpeakin 
much the ſame Thing with thoſe before mentioned. A4d- 
wvertendum eſt (fays he) hoc nomen [ Subſiſtentia] apud 
Antiquos Patres frequentius accipt in Vi concreti ad ſignife* 
candam Hypoſtaſim ſeu Perſonam. In quo ſenſu nulla eſt 
Queſtio inter Catholicos, nam de fide et, dari in Trinitate 
Tres Subſiſtentias realiter diſtinftas, id eſt Tres [Typoſtaſes. 
Suarez in 1 Thomz de Trinitatis Myſterio lib. 3. cap. 4. 
And then again for the Relative Nature of the ſaid Sub- 
fiftences, he gives this Account of the Divine Perſons and 
their Perſonalities. Ex his que hattenus diximus, &Cc. con- 
cluditur Relationem Perſonalem eſſe etiam proprietatem con- 
ftitnentem Perſonam (| ſeu qua conſtituitur Perſona. ] De 
Trinit. lib. 7. cap. 7. in the beginning. 

To all which I ſhall add, Martinez Ripalda, a ſhort, 
but Judicious Writer upon the Sentences, ſpeaking of 
the Term [Zype/tafis] tn theſe Words. Feretici (lays 


| he) referente Hieronymo, ea voce abutebantur ad decipien- 
dum fideles; jam ed fignificantes Eſſentiam, jam Perſonali- 
tatem © incommunicabilem Subſiſtentiam. By which laſt 
Expreſſion this Author manifeſtly thews, That he takes 

| Perſonality 
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Perſonality and Incommunicable Subſiftence for Words Sy- 
nonymous; and conſequently that ſuch a Sub/iftence is 
and mult be that, by which a Divize Perſon is conſtitu- 
ted formally, what he is. 

I cannot think it neceſſary to quote any more of this 
ſort of Writers, nor am I follicitous to alledge many of 
them, becauſe I am well aſſured (according to the fore- 
cited Saying of Cajetan ) that theſe are the Terms, and 
this the Lanzaage of them all npon this Subjett, Only I 
think fit to remark this: That, whereas I have alledged 
ſome of the School-men (and particularly Durandas, T ho- 
mas, and Suarez) expreiling the Divine Perſonalities by 
Relations, as well as by Zypeſtaſes, or Subjitences, as they 
do in both theſe mean bur one and the ſame Thing, viz. 
a Relative Subjiſtence, or a Subiſting Relation ; ſo by both 
of them they equally overthrow this Author's F7ypothefes, 
deriving the Divine Perſonalities from Self-Conſciouſneſs. 
Foraſmuch as Subftence is in Nature before it, and Rela- 
tiou is oppoſite to it; it having been demonſtrated by me 
in Chap. 4. That Self Conſciouſneſs is a Thing wholly 
Abſolute and Trrelative, and theretore cannot poſſibly be 
the Formal Reaſon of that which is Efeattally Relative. 
In a word, Self Conſciouſneſs is neither an Hypoſtaſis, nor 
a Relation, and therefore can have nothing to do here, 
whatſoever other Employment this Author may have 
ſor it. | 

And now I ſhall at laſt deſcend to the Teſtimony of 
ſeveral Modern Dzvines, and all of them Men of Note in 
the Times in which they lived. And amongſt theſe, let 
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us firſt hear Philip MelanFhon in his common places A1an- 
ſpeaking thus upon this Head, Satzs conitat ( ſays he) bon. 


wveteres Scriptores Eccleſics folitos hec duo wvocabula diſcerne- 
re clay & une, © dicere unam efſe walay, id eit, Eſ- 
Nan 2 '  ſentiam 
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ſentiam eternam Patris, & Filii, & Spiritas Santi, ſed 
FYeS Uma. 
Chemii- From him we will paſs to Chemnitius who Wrote up- 
Uk on Melautthou's Common Places: He in the firſt Chap- 
ter of his Book de duabus in Chriſto Naturis, gives his O- 
pinion thus. Hypoſtaſes {eu Perſonge Trinitatis omnes u- 
num ſunt propter Identitatem Efſentiz ſue, atque aded noa 
differunt Eſſentialiter, nec ſeparatim una extra aliam & ſine 
alid ſabſiffit. And preſently alter this, Relatione autem 
ſeu TpoT@ v rdgCeus, modo ſcilicet SubſrStendi realiter dif- 
ferunt, | 
Calvin, After Chemnitius, let us conſider what Calvin ſays ; 
in Book r. of his /n57irations, Chap. 13. Set, 2, Filium 
Dei ApoStolus charatterem Hypoftaſeos Patris nominans, 
haud dubie aliquam Patri Subſiſtentiam aſſignat in qua diffe- 
rat a Filio. Nam pro Eſſentii accipere ( ſicuti ſecerunt qui- 
dam Interpretes,&Cc.) non durum mody ſed abſurdum quoque 
efſet. And again in Sed. 6. of the ſame Chapter. Per- 
ſonam woco Subſiftentiam in Dei eſſextia,que at alios relata 
proprietate incommunicabili diftinguitur. Subſiftentice n0- 
mine aliud quiddam intelligi volumus quam Eſſentiam. 
Peter In the next place Peter Martyr gives us the fame Ac- 
Martyr. count of the ſame Subje&t. Multo reftins (lays he) & 
verins intelligemus ex iſto loco ( nempe 2 Samuelis Cap. 7. 
Commate 23.) Tres Perſonas in Uni Naturd Divina, Pa- 
trem, inquam, Pilium & Spiritum Sanitum, que cam ſint 
Tres Hypoſtaſes,tamen concluduntur in Vnam Eſſentiam. Pe- 
trus Martyr Loc. Com. p. 50. col. z. Loco de Dei Attri- 
butis & Sacro-SanQa Trinitate, 
wife, Likewiſe Wotfgangus Muſculus in his Common Places 
Hvuſcuus ynder the particular Head or common Place de Deo, de- 
clares the Matter thus. Ef itaque Deus Eſſentia Unus 
guemadmodum & Natura & Divinitate, Hypoſtafi vero Tri- 
wi. And a little after, ZZ*c ſunt manifesf2 fide tenenda, 
Deum, 


| 
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Deum, viz. Efſe Uaum Efſenti), Natard, Divinitate, ſen> 
 tentid,, Motione, © Operatione,Trinum vero Tribus Perſonis, 
quarum ſingulis ſua efF HypoStaſis & Proprietas. Muſe, Loc. 
Comm. Cap. 6. p. 7. And a little betore ſpeaking of 
the diiference of iz and Un6zas, and in what ſence 
the Ancients underſtood theſe Words. Yoce Eſfſentie 
(lays he) id expreſſeruat (nempe Veteres) quod commune 
eff in Sacra Triade : per Hypoſtaſim vero quod Unicuique 
Perſong proprium in illd ef, ſignificarint, p. 6, ibid. 

Piſcator allo in his Theological Theſes, ſpeaks after the 
ſarns manner. Quum igitur riy@ ſemper fuerit Filius 
Dei, quis nou videt xiyoy de quo loquitur Johannes, ſemper 
fuilſe Perſonam ſeu Hypoſtaſim, rem ſcilicet per ſe Subſi- 
ſtextem, Loc. 2. de Deo. p. 57, 58. 

Apgrecably to this, 7i/enus an Eminent Divine exprel(- 
ſes himſelf in his Body of Divinity, #m#is ( fays 
he) /rve Perſons ſunt illa ipſa wiz que in fingulis Perſonis 
eft Tota; ipſe vero Relationibus five Proprietatibus 
YaparmigusIials ſunt diftinit @, And again, Simpliciter di- 
cimus Proprietates iſtas Jraugmu; efſe diverſos r$wres vm/gE:ws 
hoc eff, modos SubſiStendsi. Tilen. Syntag. par. 1. cap. 20. 
), 129, 
| The Learned Zrſinas in his Theological Treatiſes under 
the Head De tribus Perſonis in Uni Deitate, declares the 
ſame. Tenendum eff, nequaquam eandem eſſe Patris, Filis 
& Spiritis Santi Perſonam; ſed Tres efſe Perſonas ſeu Hy- 
poſtajes Divinitatis reipsd diſtinitas nec plures nec pauciores. 
Urſini Oper. Theol. Quzlt. 4. Theli 2. By which we 
ſee that this great Divine reckons S»bſiFZence to be ſo 
much the Ground and Reaſon of Perſoxality, that he 
uſes Perſona and HypoFaſis as Terms perfeAly equiva- 
lent. 
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Piſcator, 


Tilenuse. 


Urſomws. 


But there would be no end of Particulars ſhould IT Turei- 
quote all that might be. quoted, and therefore I ſhall 


conclude 


, 
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conclude all theſe ſingle Teſtimonics with that of 7ur- 
retinus, late Profeſfor of Divinity at Gezeva, who gives 
us this full and Judicious Account, in his common Pla- 
ces, of the Point here before us. Fides Orthedoxa hec 
et, in Unica ac Simpliciſima Dei Eſſentid Tres eſſe diſtin- 
fas Perſonas, que proprietatibus Incommunicabilibus five 
Modis Subfiſtendi ita inter ſe diſtinguuntur, ut una non fit 
alia, licet per ineffabilem mypry,&mmrw maneant ſemper & ex- 
ſtant in fe invicem. 'Turretinus part 1. Loco 3. 
Quzit. 28. | 
In the laſt place to confirm the Teſtimonies of parti- 
4; cular Perſons, with the joynt Sufkrage and Concurrence 
ny of whole Charches in their Publick Confeſſrons, I ſhall 
felon. Mention ſore of them. And amongſt theſe, the Auga+ 
| tan, or Auſperg Confeſſion, gives this Account of the 
Trinity. Fcclefie ( ſcilicet Reformate) magno conſ2nſu do» 
cent Decretum Synodi Nicene credeudum efſe, viz. Quod ſit 
7na Efſentia Divina, & tamen ſint Tres Perſone ejuſdem 
Eſjentie, &c. Et utuntur Nomine Perſone ea a eu 
gui uſt ſunt Scriptores FeeleſraFtici,ut fignificet non partem, 
aut qualitatem, ſed quod proprie Subjiſtit. Confeſſio Au- 
guſtana in Articulo fidet 1. 
Wirtim-, * Next to this we have the Wirtcmberg Confeſſion de- 
_— claring the ſame in the very beginning of it. Credimus 
& confitemur Vnum ſolum Deum, &c. Et in hic und & 
Aterni Deitate Tres eſſe per ſe Subſiſtentes proprietates ſeu 
Perſonas, Patrem, Filium & Spiritum Sanftum, This Con- 
teſlion was made and given forth in the Year 1552. 

The Likewiſe the Ga//ican Reformed Churches in their Con- 
Gaican feſlion made in the Reign of Charles the IX. and in the 
Ol Year 1561. declare themſcives much the fame way up- 

on this Article. Santa Scriptura nos docet in illd ſingulart 
& /implice Efſextia Divini Subſiſtere Tres Perſonas, Patrem, 
Filium, & Spiritum Santlum, ; 


—- 
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approved, and ratifyed in the Synod of Dore; which E 
in its eighth Article ſpeaks of the Dzvixe Perſons in the 
Bleſſed Trinity thus. Haec diftinfio [ viz. Perſonarum] 
on efficit ut Deus in Tres ſit diviſus,quandoquidem Scriptura 
nos docet Patrem, Filium, & Spiritum Santtum {ingrlos di- 
Finftam habere ſuis Proprietatibus Hypoftaſim, Which 
Words are extremely expreſſive and full. 

But as touching theſe Confeſſions, the Reader ought 
not in Reaſon to. be diſſatisfied that I produce no more of 
them to the preſent purpoſe, (out of thoſe many which 
are extant ) ſince-it has been ſtill the Cuſtom of moſt 
Churches to draw up their Confeſſions in Terms as ge- 
neral and ſhort as they well could. So that we are the 
leſs to wonder if we ſeldom meet with ſuch Words in 
them as are Explicatory and Particular, 

And now after all theſe Authorities thus alledged by 
me, I would deſire this Confident Man ( whom I am 
here diſputing with) to look back upon the fore-mentio- 
ned Greek and Latin Fathers, Councils, School-men, and 
all thofe Eminent Modern Divines, together with the 
Clergy of whole Countreys and Natzons, Solemnly and 
Unanimouſly declaring themſelves in their Publick A- 
vowed Confeſſions of Faith, upon this great Article and 
Myſtery ; I fay, I defire him to look all theſe in the 
Face, and to tell them, That they have hitherto abuſed 
the whole World with falſe Notions of the 7rinity, by 
expreſſing the Divine Perſons and Perſonalities by Hypo- 
ſtaſes, Subfiſtences, and Modes of Subfiſtence, Words (as 
he fays) importing /ittle better than Sabellianiſm, and 
ſerving for nothing elſe but to obſcure, perplex, and con- 
found the Minds and Thoughts of Men in conceiving, or 
diſcourſing of this Weighty and Sacred Point of our 
Chriſtian Faith. This, I require-him, in — 

what . 
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Add to theſe the Be/gick Confeſſion alſo, recognized, The zc- 


1 c& Cons 


ſHon. 


280 


Animadver(ons, SCC, 


what he has fo expreſly, peremptorily, and Magiſteri- 
ally affirmed all along in his Book, to do; if his Heart 
and Fore-head will ſcrve him for it. 

In the mean time I have here delivered in all the Te- 
ſtimonies both Greek and Latin, Ancient and Modern, 
which I think fit to offer in behalf of the Point pleaded 
for: Though, ſhould I have repreſented all that oc- 
currs in the fore-cited Authors (beſides many others not 
mentioned ) to the fame Purpoſe, I ſhould not fo much 
have quoted, as (upon the Matter ) Tranſcribed them. 

And now, if any one ſhould ask me, Whether I look 
upon theſe Teſtimonies as ſufficiently repreſenting the 
DoQtrine of the Catholick Church upon this Head of Di- 
UINIEY ? 

I Anſwer, That barcly by way of /»duion they do 
not ; ſince an Indution ought to confiſt of a greater Col- 


leRion of Particulars. Nevertheleſs I avouch this Num- 


ber of Teſtimonies to be a full and ſufficient Reprefenta 
tion of the ſence of the Church herein, if we conlider 
them as joyned with, and ſupported by theſe Three fol- 
lowing Conſiderations. As | 
Firit, That it is morally impoſſible, that the Perſors 
above quoted, being of ſuch Eminent Note in the Church, 
both for Orthodoxy and Learning, and Living (moſt of 
them) at ſuch a great diſtance both of Time and Place, 
(rendring all Communication between them impracti- 
cable ) ihould, or could preſume to expreſs themſ=elves 
upon ſo Sacred an Article, and fo Tender a Point, but in 
ſuch Terms as were generally reccived, ufed, and ap- 
proved of by the Church. | 
Secondly, That rheſe Terms were never yet Con- 
demned, nor the Ulters of them Cenfured by any Church, 
or Council, accountci Orthodox; which in to rear, and 
{o revercd an Article they would infallibly have been, 
| had 
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had they been judged a»f/t for, or unapplicable to, the 
'Things to which they were actually applyed. as this 
bold Author with great Confidence affirms them to 
be. 

Thirdly and Laſtly, That hardly any Church- Writer 
of conſiderable Remark and Name can be produced, 
who ever treated of this great Subje&1n any other Terms 
than thoſe exprefied by us, or particularly made uſe of 
the Terms Self-Conſciouſneſs and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs to 
explain it by. All being wholly ſilent of them in all 
thoſe Writings in which they do moſt particularly and 
cxactly deſign a Diſcuſſion of theſe Matters. 

Theſe Three Conſiderations, I ſay, added to the 
fore-ajledged Quotations irrefregably prove them to be 
a trne. juſt, and ſufficient Repreſentation of the Sence 


and Doctrine of the CatholickChurchinthis Matter 5 and 


that it is utterly inconſiſtent with the Commor Reaſon, 
Principles and Practice of Mankind, that it ſhould be 9- 
therwiſe. And as for what concerns this Author, whom 
I am diſputing with, I dare affirm yet further, that any 
one or two ofthe Paſl:ges quoted by me, are more ful] 
and clear to the purpoſe I quote them for, than all that 
he has produced from the ſeveral Fathers alledged by 
bim for his Self Conſciouſneſs and Mutnal-Conſciouſneſs put 
together; and much more than his forlorn vegdy 71 %clag 
cited our of Gr. N;ſſer to prove the Sor an Infinite 
Mird diſtin from the Father, Page 102. That 1s to 
ſay, than Three vagrant Words applyed by him, 7s he 
knows not what, and to be found (for ought appears) he 
knows not where. 

All which being manifeſtly fo, defireany Sober Per- 
G0 toſhow we formethi: os ur Hike a Reaſon to prove, 
That the Futbers and otac Chrreh-!3 riters (from whom 
all ch:ſc Qy0cations were drawn) placed ine Perfonal 
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Di#inTion of the Divine Perſons m Self Conſcionſneſs, 
and their Unity only in Mutual-Conſcionſneſs, On the 
contrary, as theſe Words were never ſo much as menri- 
oned by them, ſo | affirm, That, whenſoever, in ſpeaking 


' of the Trinity they proceed beyond tine bare Word and 


Name of Perſon, ſo as togive any Account ofthe Thing 
Genifed thereby, and the Reaſon thereof, they do ir 
cor:iſtantly by Subſiſtences, Modes of SnbſiFence, and Re- 
lations. This I am poſitive in 3 and withal, that, as the 
never mentioned the Terms Self-Conl: innſneſs and My- 
tnal-Conſcionſneſs upon this Subjz&, ſo I averr moreover, 
That wh-n they uſe the Words Sub/rjtences, Modes of 
Subſiftence and Relations on the one (14e, and of Un:- 
ty, or [dentity of Nature, Eſſeace,or Subſtanceon the other, 
Cwhich they always do) they neither do. nor can mean 
Self Conſciouſneſs by the former, nor Mutual-Conſcionſ- 
zeſs by the latter, nor yet the Things (ignified by either 
of thefe Terms. And that for theſe Reaſons. 

Firſt, Becauſe all Modes of Being importing Fx- 
;Rence are in Order of Nature antecedent to the other 
Attributes of Being 5 ſuch as are Knowledg, Wiſdom, 
Power, and the like. And Self-Conſciouſneſs is no more 3 
as being but a branch, or fort of Kowledg, and nothing 
elſe. And 

Secondly, Becauſe nothing Abſolute can give Diſt;n- 
fiom and Incommunicability to the Divine Perſons, the 
Rule of the Schools being undemably true, Noz dari iz 
Divinis Abſolutum Incommunicabile, Gr. Valent. Tom. x. 
Pag.874. But ſuch a Thing Iafhi-m Self Conſciouſneſs to 
be, and in Chap. 4. have abundantly proved it ſo. So 
that it is evident, Thar all the Fathers, and Ancient Wy;- 
ters, 18 all rhe Terms which they uſed toexpreſs the Trz- 
ity and Divine Perſons by, had no regard to Self- 
Conſciouſneſs, enher Name or Thing, and conſequent- 


ly, 
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ly that it is a Term wholly foreign and unapplicable 
to this purpoſe. And what is ſaid of their filence about 
Self-Conſciouſneſs extends tro Mutual Conſciouſneſs too. 

And the Truch is, the other foremen:toned Terms aC 
ſerred by us againſt this Innovator, are to be looked 
on by all Sober Intelligent Men as alet of ſtated Words, 
or Forms of Expreſſion firſt pitched upun by the Ableſt 
Divines and |Vriters of the Church, then countenanced 
and owned by Conncils, and laſtly eſtabliſhed by a kind 
of Preſcription founded upon a long continued ule of 
the ſame throughout the ſeveral Ages of the Church, as 
the beſt and fitteſt helps to guide Men 1n their Coucep- 
tions of, and Diſcourſes about this great Myſtery 3 and 
ſuch as the Chnrch, jn treating of ſo arduous a Poinr, 
never yet would, nor duilt go beyond. So that the 
Q 1. ſtion now is, Whether they ought to be abandon- 
edand made to give place to a New, Muſhrom,unheard 
of Notion. ſet up by one Ccenticent Man preferring hun- 
{clt before all Aniiquity 4 A Notmhon, (no doubt) long 
before he was Bora, throughly confidercd, canvaſed and 
141d afide. as not only inſuthcient, bur Impertinent to 
give ary tolerable Account of the [rinity by, 

Well ; but having declared this for the Catholick, Or- 
thodox, and Keceived Do@&rine aboutthe Bleſſed Trinity, 
viz. That it is one and the ſame Divine Nature, Eſſence, 
or Snbitance diverſified «into Three diſtin Perſons by 
Three diitin# Modes of Subjiſtence, or Relations, ſo that 
by vertue thereof God is truly and properly ſaid tobe Three 
Perſons, and Three Perſons to be One God. Having, 
ſay, voucked ihis for the Doctrine of the Ciurch, let us 
1n the Jaſt place fce what this Author has to objec againſt 
it. And here his 

Firſt Reaſon (to put it into Form for him for once) 
may run thus - Whatloever con {{itutes ard diſtinguiſhes 

OGaoy rhe 
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the Divine Perſons, 1s really and truly in God, bu 
Modes of Subſiſtence are not really and truly in God, and 
therefore Modes of Sub{iſtence do not conſitute, or di- 
ſtinguiſh the Divive Perſons. The Mijor 15 evident, 
and ſhall be readily granted him. And the Minor he 
politively aſlerts, by denying any Modes to be in God, as 
particularly in Page 47. in theſe Words. All Men grazt 
(ſays he) that there are no Accidents Ynalities, or Modes 
in God. And again, Pag. 84. There are no Modes, 20 
more than there are Yualities and Accidents, in the Deity. 
So that we ſee here, what this Author holds concern- 
ing all Modes with reference to God. 

In Anſwer to which Argument. as I have formed it 
Cand I challenge him to ſhew that I have at all wronged 


- bim in it, if he can) I deny the Minor, viz. {hat Modes 


af Sbſiſtence are not in God : And as for hits Iwo fore- 
cited general Aſſertions : That Modes areno more to be 
allowed in God than Qualities and Accidents (which by 
the way are ſo put together, as if 2zalzties were not £:- 
cidents) | have theſe Two Things to remarit upon thoſe 
Two Aflertions fo poſitively laid down by him. 

Firſt, That it 15a groſs Abſurdity, and no ſmal)] proof 
of Ignorance, to reckon things ſo vaſtly different as 
Modes and Accidents are, pon the ſame Range, or Le- 
vel, and then to argue and affirm the fame thing of both. 
And therefore I do here with the ſame Poſitiveneſs tell 
him, That Modes and Accidents do extremely differ ; and 
that none of any skill either in Logicky or Metaphyſ/icks e- 
ver accounted them the fame. For an Accidert attects 
the SubjcR, it belongs to, fo, that it is alſo a di$7inF Be- 
ng it ſelf. But a Mode affects it ſo, that it is not a diſtin 
Being it (elf. I will not deny but Accidents may fome- 
times in a large and looſe ſence be called Modes : But I 


deny, That Modes are either Accidents, oreverſo called, 
| where 
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where they are particularly and diſtinaly treated of by 
themſelves. School-zren and Metaphyſicians may ſpeak 
very differently of Modes when they mention them oc- 
cafronally, and when they diſcourſe of them profeſſedlp, 
and under a certain and peculiar Head. And whunſy- 
ever they do fo, if this Author can bring me any ons 
L ogician, Metaphiſician, or School man who takes Accz- 
dents and Modes promiſcuouſly for the fame Things, I 
dare undertake to forfeit to him a greater Sum, than 
ever yet he received for Copy-moncy in his Life. 

Secondly, My next Remark upon his foregoing A(- 
ſertion is this: Thar as it is groſly abſurd to confound 
Modes of Being wnh Accidents 5 fo it is equally abfurd 
to deny Modes of Being to belong to God. And his 1 
ſhall prove both from the manifeſt Reaſon of the Thing, 
and from Unqueſtionable Authority, And 

Firſt, For the Reaſon of the Thing. If Modes of Be- 
ing (hould not be allowed in God, then I affirm it to be 
impoſlible for any Diſtintion, and conſequently for any 
Perſons to be in God. Which I prove thus. If there bz 
ary diſtiaion in God, or the Dezty, it muſt be either 
from fome diltin& Subſtance, or ſome f4ecident, or forme 
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Mode of Being, (for I deftie him or any Mortal breathing 


to aſſizn a fourth Thing beſides theſe.) But it cannor 
be from any diſtin Subſtance, for that would make a 
manifeſt Compoſition in the Divine Nature 5 nor yet 
from any Accident, for that would make a worſe Com- 
poſition : And therefore it follows, That zhis Diſtin@&7- 
on maſt unavoidably proceed from one or more diftin@ 
Modes of Being. ThisI affirm, and (according to my 
promiſe made to this Author in the foregoing Chapter ) [ 
ſhall be ready to defend the Truth of this Aſſertion againit 
him, whenſoever he ſhall think fit to engage in the Dz- 


ſpate. 
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Secondly, In the rext place, for the proof of this 
from Authority, I affirm, that all Mctaphyftcians, Schoo!- 
men and Divines (ar leaſt, all thatI have yet wer with) 
do unanimouſly concurr in theſe Two Things. 

1. That they utterly deny apy Accidents in God, 
And | 

2. Thatthey do as univerſally affirm Modes of Being 
tobein God, and to belong to him, Nay. and (which 
1s more) Thar they do in theſe very Modes ſtate the 
Ground and Reaſon of the Perſonalities, and the diſtin- 
ion thereot reſpeCtive)y belonging rothe Three Perſons 
of the Godhead. 

An for aturther proofof what I have here affirmed, 
and withal to ſhew how unable this Man's Mcwrory 15 
to keep pace with his Confidence. whereas 1n the tore- 
mentioned page 47. He aftirms, That al! Mex (mark this 
Word) deny Accidents, Qualities and M des to be in God, 
Hz himſelf afterwards, 1n page 48. Owns, That the 
School men hold theſe diflerent Modos Subſiſtendi i the 
Godhead, and accordingly there ſets himiclf (as well as 
he is able) to confute them for it. Now how ſh.ll we: 
reconcile thele blind Aſſertions, that ſo cruelly burt and 
run their Heads againſt one another ? For will he ſay, 
hat the School-men do not grant ſuch Modes to be in 
Ged, atter he himſc}fhas done his poor utmoſt to cenfute 
them for holding it ? Or having ſaid, That all Mer deny 
theſe Modes to be in God, and yet that the School men grant 
and hold it, will he ſay, That the 3c hool-mer: are not Men, 
and ſo come not under that Univerſal Appcllative ? 
What the S:hool-xen hold and aflert in this Matter, has 

zen ſafficiently ſhewn already. But 1 muſt needs tell this 
Author upon this occaſion, That he ſeems to h:ve ſome- 
thing a bad Memory, and withal to have more than or- 
dinary need Ot a very good ore. 


There 
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There 1s onz Thing more which I think fic to obſerve, 
and it is ſomething pleaſant, viz. That our Author ha- 
ving exploded all Mdos Subſtifendiin God, and Chaſti- 
ſed the School-men for holding then, even toa forfeiturf 
of their very Fumanit;; he yet vouchſafes afterward:, 
by a kind of Corre&ory Explication, to allow them in 
this ſence, viz. That the fame Numerical Eſſence is whole 
and entire in each Divine Perſon,bit in a different Man- 
ner, P. 84. Lines #2, 13, 14. By which Words itap- 
pearing that he grants that of the Manner, which hehad 
before denied of the Mdws, it 15 a (hrewd Tempration 
to me to think, That certainly this Acute Author takes 
M»dus for one Thing, and Manrer for another. 

[n fine, I appeal to the Judicious and Impartial Rea- 
der, Whether a Man could well give a more convincing 
Argument of his utter Unacquaintance with the True 
Principles of Philoſophy and Theology, than by a Con- 
fhident Afſertion of theſe Two Poſitions. 

1. That Accidents and Modes of Being are the {ame 
Things, And 

2. That ſuch Modes are not at all to be allowed of, or 
admitted in God. 

Secondly, His Second Obj:Aion againſt our ſtating 
the diſtinFion of the Divine Perſons npon T hree differ- 
ent Modes of Subſiſtence, 1s, That theſe Modes are little 
better than Three Names of One God. Which was the 

erelie of Sabellizs, P. 83. 

To which,I Anſwer Two Things. 


Firſt, In direct and abſolute Contradidtion to what 


he aſſerts, I affirm, That the difference between Three 
Modes of Subſiftence inthe Godhead, and only Three di- 
ſtin# Names applyed to it, is very great, For Names 
and Words depend only upon the Will and Pleaſure of 


thelmpoſer, and not upon the Nature of the Thing it 
felf, 
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&f, upon which they are impoſed, and for that cauſe 
/ neither do nor can Izternally aftet it. But on the con- 
trary, all Modes of Subſ15tence ſpring from the Nature of 
the Thing, or Being, which they afie&, both antece- 
dently to, and (by conſequence.) independently upon 
the Apprehenſion, or Will of any one. So that altho 
neither Man nor Angel had ever conſ1dered, or thought 
of, or ſo much as known that there were ſuch or ſuch 
things , yet the Modes of Subſ;jtence proper to them , 
would have belonged to them, as really and as much as 
they do now. And if this Amhor cannot by this ſee a 
vaſt difference between theſc. and ſo many bare Names, 
(thanks be to God) others can both ſee and defend it 
too, But 
Secondly, Whereas he {:ys. That theſe Three Modes 
are but little better than three Names, 1 anſwer, That 
his very ſaying fo is Concetiion that they are ſomes» 
thing at leaſt zzore and better, Toy which, I add fur- 
ther, That this ſomething (as ſmall a Difference as it 
wakes) is yet ſufficient ro diſcriminate things, which 
are only Diſtinguiſhable, and no more. For ſeparable, 
or diviſible from one another, I am ſ2re they are not. 
Nay,this is fo far from being a juſt and rational Excep- 
tion againſt placing the difference of the Divize Perſons 
in ſo many different Modes of Subjſiſtence, that, in the 
Judgment of very Great and Learned Mer, it is no 
ſmall Argument for 1:: For 


"O55 io Tov 76 OW wa St. Cyril fays,That the difference 
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between the Divine Perions (by 
reaſon of the perfeF Onity of 
their Nature (as it were) blot- 
ting out, or taking away all Dj- 
verſity between them ) is ſo very 
ſmall 4s but juſt to diſtinguiſh 


them, 
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them, and no more; andto cauſe 
that One of them cannot be called 
the other ;the F ather not the Son, 
nor theSon, upon any Account, the 
Father,8c.l thought fittoTran- 
ſcribe the whole Paſlage, tho' 
the latter part, viz. fiom the 
Words iva kh Teh Cc 15 
moſt immediately and dircaly 
to the Purpoſe, which here al- 
ledge the whole for. | 
And Thomas Aquinas tells 
us, That the Divine Perſons 
ought to be diStinguiſhed by that, 
which makes the leaſt diſtinGion. 
In like manner Durand at- 
firms, That the firſt Initance of 
Plurality [Or remove from U- 
nity] ought to be the leaf. And 
therefore that the diſtin@ion of 
the Divine Perſons, ſince it is the 
frit, onght to be by diſtin@ Ke- 
lations compatible in the ſame 
Eſſence : Which for that cauſe, 
#s a leſs diſtin ion than any that 
can be made by Things Abſolute. 
And Laſtly, Bellarmineaverrs 
pofitively, That the diſtinFion 
of the Divine Perſons ought to 
be the leaſt that is Poſſible. Sup- 
poſing all alopg, that it muſt 
ſtill be Real, and not bareiy 
Nominal, or Imaginary. Ins 
was the Judgment of theſe 
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DiſtintioPerſonarumnon 
debet eile niſi per id,quod mi- 
nimum diſtinguit , hoc eſt, 
per Relationem. Aquir. rims 
parte. Yuzit. 40. Articulo 2. 
prope finen. 

Prima pluralitas debet eſſe 
minima 3 & 1deo diſtinQtio 
Perſonarum, quz eſt prima, 
debet eſſe per Relationes 
compoſhibiles in e<adem 
Eflentia : Et ob hoc, eſt mi- 
nor al1a quacurque diſtinQi- 
one, quz fit per Abſoluta. 
Durandus Lib. 1. Diſtin@, 
16. Yuefs. 1, in fine. 

Dittindtio inter Divinas 
Perſonas debet eſſe minima. 
Bellarminus Tom, 1. P. 337, 
[ utctie Pariſ. 


P p Learned 
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Learned Men 3 who asthey were far from being Sabel- 
lians, ſo they very well knew both what to aſlert and 
how toexpreſs themſelves without giving any ground 
for their being thought ſo. | 

From all which it follows, That for this very cauſe, 
that Modes of Subſiftence import the leaſt Real difference 
that can be, they are therefore the fitteſt to ſtate the Dz- 
$tinGjon of the Divine Perſons upon. So that our Au- 
thor here relapſes intoa fault which he has been guilty 
of more than once, viz. In alledging that as an Argu- 
ment againſt a Thing, which is indeed a moſt EfeFual 
Reaſon for it, And fo I come to his 

Third and Laſt ObjeQtion againſt our making theſe 
Modes of Subſiſtence the ground, or Formal Reaſon of the 
DiſtinFion between the Perſozs of the Bl:ged Trinity, 
which is, That it makes the Three Divine Perſons only 
Three Modes of the Deity, or only Modally diitinguiſhed ; 
whereas (according to his DoQrine) there are no 
Modes in the Deity, and much leſs can a Mode be God, 
And that, As all muit grant, that the Father is not & 
Mode of the Deity, but Eſſentially God ; ſo no Man car 
thinkthat the Father begot only a Mods, and called it his 
Son ; whereas a Son ſignifies a Real Perſon ofthe ſame Na- 
ture, but diſtin from the Father. Thus he diſcourſes, pag. 
33.84. And is not this cloſe and profound reaſoning? 
But as profound asit is, if it be at all tohis Purpoſe, his 
Argument muſt lie in this, That all the forementioned 
Abſurdities unavoidably follow from deriving the Dz- 


ftinFion of the Three Divine Perſons from Three diſtin 


Modes of Sub{;SFence belonging to one and the ſame Dj- 
vine Nature, But this conſequence I utterly deny, and 
to make out the Reaſon of this denial, I ſhall confider 


What he has ſaid particularly. 


and 
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And here, firſt of all, I would fain know, Whether 
this Man will never leaveconfounding things perfeatly 
different, and taking them for the very ſame £ For to 
affirm the Three Divine Perſons to be only Three Modes 
of the Deity, is one Thing; and to affirm them to beon- 


ly Modally diſtinguiſhed, is quite another. 
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The former 


. we abſolutely deny, and as poſitively hold the latter. 
And yet this wretched Fallacy would he impoſe upon his 


Reader all along, vis. 
Modes of Subſiſtence inthe Trinity, make 
a Perſoz to be only a Modus Subſiſtendi. 
But that is his own Blunder. For we do 
not ſay, That a Perſon is only a Mods, 
but that ic is the Divire Natyre, or God- 
head Subliſtirg under ſuch a Modws » fo 
that the Godhead is {till included in ut, 
zoyned to it, and diſtinguiſhed by it. 
This is what we aftirm and abide by,and 
what ſufficiently overthrows bis pitiful 
Objection. 

And as for his Abſurd Denial of all 
Modes in God, that has been throughly 
confuted already z fo that we have no- 
thing more to do,but to admire that In- 
vincible and Glorious Ratiocination of 
his in theſe Words, p. 84. No Mar (ſays 
he) can think that the F ather begot only a 
Modws. and called it his Son, No, good 
Sir, No 3 ncne that I know of is in any 
danger of thinking or {:ying ſoz no 
more, than that Socrates begor only the 
Shape and Figure of a Man, aid then 


That the Afſſertors of theſe 


Qui perſonas in Dr:o modos 
rantummodo exiſtendi, five Jo- 
FS UTUESENS eſe dicunr, ip=, 
ſam Deirarem nequaquam exclu, 
dunt, in qua conveniunt 3 Sednt- 
hil aliud eſle volunr!, quam Ex- 
iſtendi mo%um, inquo difterunr. 
Quare Pater non eſt modus tan- 
tam exXiſtendj, ſed deus eſt, que- 
madmodum & c#ter# Per- 
ſonz, verum deus eſt cum certo 
modo cxiſtendi, qui neque filio 
convenir, neque Spiritui Sano, 
Sicer filius deus eſt, non modus 
rantim exiſtendi, Sed deus eft 
cum cerco modo Exiſtendi, qua- 
Iis neque Patri convenir, neque 
Spiritui Santo, Ad eundem mo- 
dum diſcriminis, er Spiritus 
SanRus deus eft, non modus ex- 
iſtend1 rantam, Sed devs eft cum 
cerio modo exiftendi, qualis nec 
Patri convenit nequr F1lio, Sum- 
ma «ſt,Perſonas in deo non differ- 
re c{lentia, quia ſunt unus deus, 
Sed Proprietate & modo Sub- 
{ftendi, Twiſlus in Reſponſio- 
ne Þ.d Arminit Przfationem in 
exircma pag. lin. 20.cdirionis Ame 
ſte!odamenſis apud Janfonium 
anc 1532+ 


called it his Sz ; or (to turn your own blunt Weapon 
upon your {elf) no more than God the Father begot 
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200ther 


A De___ 
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another Self-Conſciouſneſs beſides his own, and called 

that his So. Nevertheleſs I hope it will be granted 

me, That Socrates might beget oze of ſuch a Shape and 

Figure, and (by * Xartippe's and this Author's good 

leave) call that his Sox 3 and that God the Father might 

beget a Perſon endued with ſuch a Self Conſciouſneſs 

(amongſt other Attributes) and call that his S9z roo. 
But I perceive this Author and the Fallacy of the Acci- 
aent are ſuch faſtFriends, that it 1s 1n vain to think of 
parting them. 

In the mean time, as I told him- what wedonat hold 
concerning the Father's Generation ofthe Soz. fo for his 
better Information I ſhall cell him, what the Afſſer:ors of 
theſe Modes of Subſiſtence do hold concerning it, viz, 
We do hold and afitrm, That the Father Communicates 
his Nature under a different Mode of Subſijting, from 
what it has in himſelf, to another, and that ſuch a Com- 
munication of it, in ſuch a pecaliar way, is properly 
called his begetting of a $92. [a which we do not ſay, 
That the Father begets a Mods, no nor yet an Eſſence, or 
Nature, but that he Communicates his own E/ſerce, or 
Nature under ſuch a diſtin 'M»dus to another and by 
ſo doing begets a Perſon, which Perſos, 1s properly his 
Sozz, This, Sir, is the true Acconnt of what the Afſer- 
tors of the Perſonal Modes of Subſiftence hold concerning 
the Eternal generation. And if you have any thing to 
Except againſt it, produce your Exceptions, and they 
{hall not fail of an Anſwer. 

I am now come to a cloſe of this Chapter, andiindeed 
of the whole Argument undertook by me againſt this 
Author. In which have Aflerted the commonly re- 
ceived Doctrine about this great Article of the Trimzty, 
both from the Ancient Writers ofthe Church, and againſt 


this Author's particular Objetions 3 and in both fully 
ſhewn, 
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ſhewn, That the T hree Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity are 
one and the ſame undivided Eſſence, Nature, or Godhead, 
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diverſified only by Three dijtin Modes of Subſiſtence, 


which are ſometimes called Properties, and ſomerimes 
Relations, Sothat a Divine Perſon is formally and proper- 
ly the Divine Nature, Eſſence, or Godbead with, and un- 
der ſuch a diſtin® Mode, Property, or Relation. And 
this I averr to be the common, current, generally re- 
ceived Doctrine of the Church concerning the Trinity, 
For Councils and Fathers hold it, the School-mer teach 
It, the Confeſſions of Churches (where they are any thing 
particular upon this SubjeQ) declare it ; and all Divines 
both Papiſ# and Proteſtant, 1n the ſeveral Bodies of Di- 
vinity wrote by them, do Afﬀert it ; only this Author, 
who yet (forſooth) owns himſelf a Proteſtant of the 
Church of England, denies and explodes it. To whom 
therefore (if he were not too great inhis own Eyes to 
be Counſelled and Adviſed) I would give this Charica- 
ble piece of Counſel for once, v12. That for the future he 
would not preſume at ſuch a rate to contradi@& the whole 
World, till he has learn'd not to contradi& himſelf. 
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CHAP. IX, 


In which this Author's Paradoxes, both Philoſos 
phical avd Theological, - as they occurr in this 
his Diſcourſe are drawn together, Examined, 


and ( onfuted. 


Am fenſible, that I am now engaged in a Subje& 
that would threaten the Reader with a very long 
Chapter, ſhould I follow it, asfar as it would carry me: 
For [| amentered into a large Ficld, Viz. this Author's 
Paradoxical Aſſertions : In the traverſing of which, I 
ſhall obſerve no other Method, but juſt to take them in 
that order in which they off-r themſelves throughout his 
Book 3 fave only, that 1 ſhall give my Reader this pre- 
monition, That ſuch of them as I have particularly ex- 
amined, and laid open in the foregoing Animadverſi- 
ons, I ſhall now ſet down without any further De- 
ſcant, or Enlargement upon them, or at leaſt with very 
little, ; 
But as for thoſe, which I there paſſed over without 
any Notice, or Remark, (as I did it all along with full 
purpoſe to treat of them by themſelves, ſo) I ſhall par- 
| ticularly infiſcupon them now, And the Reader may 
| pleaſe ro take them as they follow. 
| PARADOX. 
It is a vain and arrogant preſumption(lays this Author ) 
to ſay, What is, or what is not a ContradiFion, when we 
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conf;ſ; we do not anderſtand,or comprehend the thing we 
Jpeah of, p. 4. And again, I know nothing in the World 
that we do perfectly underſtand, p. 7. line 19. 

Anſwer. According to theſe Two Afſertions taken 
together, I affirm, That though a Man diſcourſes never 
ſo falſly and inconſiſtently of God, or indeed of any 
thing in the World beſides, yet he carnot juſtly be 
charged as guilty of a Contradiction. And moreover, 
fiace this Author affirms, page 97, That for any one to 
ſay, That Three Divine Perſons who are divided and ſepa- 
rated frone each other; are each of them God, and yet that 
they are not T hree Gods, but one God, 1s a dire& Contra- 
diftion ; 1 deſire to know of him, Whether he compre- 
hends what the Godhead and what the Divine Perſons are ? 
And if not, Whether(according to his own Rule ):t is not 
a vain and arrogant Preſumption in hin toſay whatis a Con- 
tradition when he profeſſes himſclf not to comprehend the 
thing he is ſpeaking of,and about which the Contradi@ion is 


ſaid to be? 
PARADOX. 

This Author having declared the Intimate and Eſjen- 
tial Onity between the Father and the Sor from thoſe 
Words of our Saviour, John 14th. Chap. 10. Ver. 
T am in the Father, and the Father in me : Subjoyns, 
That this Oneneſs between them is ſuch an Onion, as there 
zs nothing in Nature like it 3 ad we cannot long doubt 
what kind of Onion this is, if we conſider that there is 
but one poſſzble way to be thus Onited, and that is by this 
DMutual-Conſciouſneſs, p. 57. 

Anſwer. Theſe Words I charge with Contradidtion; 
and conſequently with Abſurdity upon two Accounts. 

Firſt, becauſe they Contradi& our Saviour's Words. 
And 


Secondly, Becauſe they ContradiQ the Author's own 
Words. 1. And 
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1. And firſt concerning thoſe of our Saviour. Where- 
as this Author ſays, T hat this Oneneſs between the Þ ather 
' and the Son, is ſuch an Onion, as there is nothing in Na- 
ture like it, Our Saviour in John Ch. 17. (where this 
whole Paſlage 1s repeated twice) affirms ſomething to be 
like it ;viz. 1n ver. 11, where he prays to his Father, That 
they (viz. Believers) may be One, as We (viz. bis Father 
and Himſelf) are One : And again, ver. 21. That they may 
be One, as thou Father art in me, and I in thee. $o that 
our Saviour expreily alerts a Likeneſs of ſomething to this 
Q7i0n on the one fide 5 and this Author as expreſly de- 
nies it on the other, In which (according to t.1s blun- 
dering, undiſtinguiſhing way) he confounds [ Likeveſs] 
and [ Sa-mereſs of kind ] asall One 3 as ſhall preſently be 
further ſhewn. 

In the next place, our Seviour (as plainly as Words 
can expreſs a Thing) ſays, That he and his Father are 
One, by a Mutual In-being, or In-exiitence in one another. 
And this Man as exprelly ſays. That there is no poſlille 
way for them to bz one but by Mutual-Conſcionſneſs. But 
I on the contrary deny, That Mutual Conſcioujnefs is Mu- 
tual-InexiStence, or Mutual-Inexiſtence Mutual-Conſciouſ- 
eſs, any more, than that Being, or Exiftence is proper- 
ly Conſciouſneſs, or Knowledge 3and therefore ifthey can- 
20t poſſably be one, but by Mityal Conſciouſneſs, it is cer- 
tain that they are not ſo by Mutual-Inzexiftence; which 
yet our Saviour, in Words properly and naturally ſ1gnt- 
fying [nexiftence, affirms that they are. 

And the more intolerable is this Afſertion in this An- 
thor, for that in Pag. 56. he affirms, that theſe Words 
of our Saviour oxght to be underſtood properly ; and if fo, 
I hope they do nor only exclude Metaphors but all other 
Tropes and Figures alſo 5 for [ Proper] is not, ad«quate- 
ly oppoſed tg Metaphorical, but to Figurative, whatſoe- 
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ver the Figare be. And I do here affirm, That if our 
Sawiour's words be underſtood of Matnal-Conſcionſneſs, 
they do not fignifie properly, but figuratively; and the 
Figure is a Metonymy of the Subject tor the Adjuntt; tor- 
aſmuch as in God, Beixg, or Inexiſtence are to be lool'd 
upon as the Subject ; and Kowledge, and the like Attri- 
butes as the Adjunifs. And theretore I do here tell rhis 
bold Man again, that for him to ſay as he does, that 
the forementioned words of our Saviour ought to be 
underſtood properly, and yet to interpret them to a ſenſe 
not Proper, but Figarative (which, by 1nterpreting 
them of Matzal-Conſciouſneſs, he evidently does) 1s 
both an Abſurdity and a Preſumption, equally inſutte- 
rable. But in the 

2d. Place I charge the forecited Paſſage of this Au- 
thor with the ſame Abſurdity, for being as Contradi- 
ctory to his own words, as 1t was to thoſe of our S4- 
viour, For whereas he here ſays, 

Firlt, That this Oneneſs between the Father and the Son, 
expreiſed in thoſe words, I am iz the Father, and the Fa- 
ther in me, can be no other kind of Union, than an Union 
by Mutual-Conſciouſneſs. And 

Secondly, That it i ſuch an one, that there is nothing 
in Nature like it. 

I delire him to turn to Page 106. of his Book, where 
he tells us, That the Fathers uſe ſeveral Examples,and al- 
Lude to ſeveral ſorts of Union, thereby to form a Notion of 
the Unity of the Godhead in theThree Divine Perſons. ].ct 
him, I ſay, read this, and tell me, Whether thoſe Ex- 
amples and Alluſions could be of any ule to form a Notion 
of that Unity to which they bore no Reſemblance at all ? 
For I, for my part, ever rhought, that there can be no 
Alluſion of one thing to another without ſome ſimilitude 
between them, and that a ſimilitude 1s always on both 
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ſides ; it being not poſſible for Peter to be like Johz,but 
Fohz mult be hke Peter too. And if this Man does not 
yet bluſh at ſuch contradictory Afſertions, let him turn 
a little farther to Page 125, 127. where he tells us par- 
ticularly, that St. Auſtiz explains this Unity by Exam- 
ples of Matual-Conſciouſneff, and by feveral Similitudes 
(mark the words) of which the Unity of Vzder/tanding, 
Memory, and Will with the Soul of Man 1s alledged by 
him for Oe; and that a notable one too,, for that cheſe 
Faculties (as he there ſays) are mutually in one another ; 
and the Example of Love and Kzowledze in the ſame 
Mind, 1s alledged by him as another ſuch a Simile, 
attirming them in like manner to be mutually in one 
another. Now, I ay, after all this, ought not the 
Reader to ſtand amazed, when, he reads the Man 
firſt affirming that the Vzzty between the Father and the 
Son mutually exiſting in one another by virtue of the 
Mutual-Conſciouſnefi between them has nothing like it in 
Natare, nor has any Example, Metaphor, or Similitude, 
beſides it ſelf to allade to; and yet afterwards producing 
ſeveral Simzlitudes, Alluſions, and Metaphors out of the 
Fathers, to explain both this In-bezxg, and this Mutual- 
Conſcioaſneff by ? God give him a better Memory ; for 
as theſe things repreſent him, no Man living ( would 
he but impart his skill ) could be ſo fit to teach the Ar: 
of Forgetfalzeſi as himſelf. 

But atter all, I muſt not omit to give the Reader no- 
tice of another of his Abſurdities, though of a lower 
rate, viz. That all along Page 57. he takes a Pattern, 
or Example, and a Similitude, or Metaphor for Terms 
equivalent ; whereas a Pazterz, or Example imports a 
perteCt entire Reſemblance betweea it ſelfand the thing 
of which it is the Patzery, and indeed approaches next 
to a Parallel Inſtance ; while, on the other ſide, an A- 
| gree- 
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oreement 1n any one reſpe&, or degree, is ſufficient to 
tound a Metaphor,or Similitude upon. And therefore tho 
it may eaſily begranted this Author, That there is no 
Pattern, or Example of ſuch an Union as 1s between the 
Father and the Sox; yet that does not infer, that there 
15 nothing 1n Nature that bears any ſimilitudeto it; ſince 
this may very well be without the other, as that place 
in Fohz 17. 11.and 21. has already proved. 

And now I ſhould here have finiſhed my Remarks 
upon this particular Head, but that there is a certain 
Paſlage in order to his proving that there is nothing in 
Nature like the Unity between the Father and the Son,and 
it is this, That in Subſtantial Unioas,that which compre- 
hends, greater than that which is comprehended : So 
rhat if Two Subſtances ſhould be Vnited by a Mutual- 
Comprehenſion of one another, the ſame would be both 
greater and leſſer than the other, v/z. greater as it com- 
prehended it, and leſs, as it was comprehended by it,P.57. 
Now this Propoſition I will neither note as Paradoxical, 
nor abſolutely affirm to be falſe. But ſo much I will 
affirm, viz, That it is nothing at all to his Purpoſe ; 
and that he can never prove it to be True. For beſides, 
that he {till confounds an Example, or Parallel Caſe with 
a Similitude, I would have him take notice, 

Firſt, That this Maxim, Omre continens eff majms 
contento, upon which he founds a Majority of the thing 
comprehending tothething comprehended,is wholly drawn 
from, and founded upon the Obſervations made by the 
Mind of Man about Corporeal Subſtances, endued with 
Quantity and Dimenſions; in which the Sub/arce com- 
prehending is, and mult be of a greater Dimenſion than 
the Sabſtazce comprehended. But what 1s this to Sprritaa, 
Snbſtances? Concerning which,I demand of this Author 
a {olid Reaſon, Why 'LI'wo ſuch Szbſtances may not be 
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intimately united by a Matual-Permeation,or Penetrati- 
oz of one another ? For all that can hinder ſuch a Peze- 
tration, or Permeation (as far as we know) 1s Quantity ; 
which in Spiritual Subſtances has no place; and then, it 
fuch a Mataual-Penetration be admitted, theſe Subſt ares 
will be »zataally 1a one another, and United to one ar '- 
ther, not indeed by a Comprehenſion of one another, (of 
which there is no need, it ſuch a thing could be ) but 
by a Mutual- Adequation, or exact Coequation of one to 
the other ; ſo that nothing of one Szb/tarce ſhall exi/t,or 
reach beyond,or without the other, but the whole of both 
by ſuch a Permeation, mutually exit in each vther. This, 
I {ay, I neither do, nor will aftirmto be aCtually ſo, but 
I challenge this Author to prove that it canzot be ſo; and 
till he can, it may become him to be leſs confident. 

In the zext place, I have one thing more to ſuggeſt to 
him about S«b/tantial Unions, which he talks fo much 
of, viz. That the Term is Ambiguous, and may ſigni- 
fie cither, 

. Firſt, The Vz70z of two or more Subſtaxces together, 
and ſo the Father and the Soz, who are not two Subſt an- 
ces, but only two Perſons (as has been ſhewn in the fore- 
going Chapter) can never be ſubſtantially United. 
Or 
Secondly, It may ſignifie the Voz of Two,or more 
Perſons in one and the ſame Subſtance ; which is truly 
and properly the Vnz0z of the Perſons of the Bleſſed 
Trintty. 

And thus, though there is no Inſtance in Nature of 
Perfons 10 anited, yet by way of Alluſion and Simili- 
tude, the Un1oz of the three tore-mentioned Faculties 
of Underſtanding, Memory and Will, in one and the ſame 
Soul, (alledged by St. Auitin) may pals for a ſmall, or 
(as this Author himſelf calls it) Page 126. Lize 28. 4 
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faint Reſemblance of the Union of the laid Three Divine 
Perſons in the ſame Natare, or Subitance;, Which,accord- 
ing to his excellent Talent of Se/f-Contradittion, he po- 
ſitively denies here in Page 57. and as politively affirms 
1n that other now pointed at, In fine, this Aﬀfſertion, 
That the Father and the Son cannot poſſibly be One, or 
zz One another (which is here the ſame ) but by Max- 
tual-Conſciouſneſs, Vage 57. Line 23, 24, 25. unavoid- 
ably inters, and implies, That they are not Oze by Urz- 
ty of Subitance, Unity of Eſſence, or Unity of Natare. 
For I am ſure neither Sub#axce, Eſſence,or Natare, are 
Mutual-Conſciouſntſs. And if the Charch will endurea 
Man aſlerting this, I can but deplore its Condition. 
PARADOX. 

Tf we ſeek for any other Eſſence, or Subitance in God, 
({ays this Author) but Infiaire Wiſdom, Power and Good- 
neſs, the Eſſence of God, though conſidered but as one Nu- 
merical Perſon, i as perfectly unintelligible to us, as one 
Numerical Eſſence, or Subtance of Three Perſons in the 
Bleſſed Trinity, Page 69, 70. 

Anſwer. This Propoſition is Falſe and Abſurd, and 
to prove it {o, I ſhall lay down theſe following Afler- 
tions. 

Firſt, That it 1s certainly much caſier for Humane 
Reaſon to conceive one and the ſame Divine Nature, 
or Deity, as Subſiting 1n one ſingle Perſon, than in 
Three diftini Perſons. 

Secondly, That Eſſence, Sub#ance, Wiſdom, Power 
and Goodreſs are in the Divize Nature (which is a pure 
ſimple 4@#) all but one and the ſame Thing, or Bezzgp. 

Thirdly, That, notwithſtanding this, Eſſezce, or Sub- 
#ance, and Wiſdom, Power and Goodneſs are formally di- 
ſtint from one another, That is to ſay, The Concept us 
Objeivns, or proper Eſſential Conception of one does not 
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imply, or involve in it the proper Conception of the 
other : Upon which Account one of them cannot pro- 
perly be {aid to be the other. 

Now theſe Three Things thus laid down, it is rea- 
dily granted to this Man,That Eſſence,or Subſtance, Wiſ- 
dom, Power and Goodneſs are really one and the ſame Being, 
and that therefore it is vain and fooliſh to ſeek for any 
Eſſence, or Subſtance in God, which is not alſo Wiſdom, 
Power and Goodneſs, But this, by his favour, is not the 
point. For if he will nevertheleſs ſay, That the Divine 
Nature expreſſed by one Infinite Eſſence, or Subſtance Sub- 
fiſting in One Perſon,ts as unintelligible, as the ſame Subſiſt- 
ing in Three diſtin Perſons ; Nay, that One and the 
ſame Numerical Wiſdom, Power and Goodreſs confider'd, 
as Subſiſting only in one Perſoz, is not more Intelligible 
than the ſame, as Sabſiting under Three; 'This is ma- 
nifeſtly falſe, and contrary to common Experience, and 
without any further arguing the caſe, I appeal to the 
Reaſon of all Mankind, whether it be not ſo ? 

PARADOX. 

What #© Tntelleual Love (ſays this Author) bat the 
true Knowledge, or Eſtimation of Things ? What « Juſtice 
and Goodneſs but an equal Diſtribution of,or a true and wiſe 
Proportion of Rewards and Puniſhments ? What ts perfect 
Power, but perfeft Truth and Wiſdom which can do what- 
ſoever it knows ? Page 71,72. 

. Anſwer. We have here a whole Knot, or Cluſter of 
Paradoxes, but I ſhall take them aſunder, and conſider 
rhem ſeverally : And becauſe they run all in the way of 
Taterrog ations, I ſhall take them out of their Jzterroga- 
tive Form, and caſt them into ſo many Categorical Aſſer- 

:i07s, The firlt of which is, 
1hat Tatelletual Love i nothing elſe bat the true K nows 
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"This is Falſe and Abſurd. For Love is one thing, 
and Knowledge another ; each of them diſtinguiſhed by 
eſſentially different As and Otjrits, Kzowledge importing 
no more than a bare Speculation, or Apprehenſion of 
the Objed ; whereas Love is properly an Adheſion to it : 
Love eſſentially preſuppoſes the Kzowleage of the Thing 
Loved; but Kzowledge cannot preſuppole it ſelf. Kzow- 
ledge is the firſt Ad of an Intelligent Mind, Love the 1c- 
cond. And I would tain know, Whether this Man of 
Paradox, will affirm, That Goa Loves every Thing 
which he has a trae Kpowledpe and Eſtimation of ? But 
to give him one Argument tor all, Are not the Eternal 
diſtinguiſhing Characters of 7wo Perſoxs of the Bleſſed 

Trinity founded in the diſtinction of LoveandXKzowledze 
in God, the Soz iſſuing from the Father by way of K now- 
ledge, and the Spirit iſſuing from both by way of Love ? 

In the next place he affirms J»ſtice and Goodneſs to 
be the ſame thing, and to conſift both of them in a true 
and wiſe Proportion of Rewards and Puniſhments. 

Bur this alſo is falſe. Theſe Two being as properly 
and formally diſtinguiſhed by their As and O5jects, as 
the T'wo former. And I do here tell this Author, That 
God's Goodneſs is the proper Qualification of his own 
Actions, without referring neceſſarily to any other be- 
ſides; but that his Juſtice bears an Eſſential Relation to 
the Actions of others, 72. as Rewardable, or Paniſha- 
ble. And conſequently God might have exerted innu- 
merable A#s of his Goodneſs, though there had never 
been any Objed for him to have exerted ſo much as one 
Ad of his Jsſtice upon. And to give him one Inſtance 
that may Convince any Man of Senſe of the vaſt Ciffe- 
rence of theſe two Attributes ; was that A of Creation, 
by which God firſt Created the World, an A& of his Ju- 
{tice ? Or did that A&# conlift ina Wiſe proportion of Re- 


wards 


) , ” + :þ 


50t 


"IOT* 
©0645 
p Ly) ” 
oY 
, 


4 


Animadterſrons, &C. 


wards and Puniſhments, before there was any A# of the 
Creature to be Rewarded, or Puniſhed? But I am ſure 
it wasan At of the Divine Goodneſs, whereby God com- 
municated much of the Perfection of Be:zxg to ſomething 
without himſelf. Again, 1s Pardon of Sin an Eſſentia7 
AF of God's Juice? But I am ſure it is an Att of his 
Goodneſs. Certainly this Maa neither knows,nor cares 
what he ſays. 

His Third Afertion is, That perfeit Power i nothing 
elſe, bur perfect Truth and Wiſdom. 

But this alſo is a groſs Paradox, and as falſe, as that 
Onmipotenceand Omniſcience arenot I wo diftintt Attri- 
butes of God. God's Power atts by and under the dire- 
tion of God's Wiſdom, and theretore neither 1s, nor can 
be formally the ſame with it. And belides this, all As 
of Wiſdom and Truth proceed from God by a Neceſlity 
of Nature, but the As and Exerciſe of his Power by 
a free determination of his Will. For 1n ſpeaking of 
God, no Man ſays, That God « Wiſe, Xnowing, or True, 
or Atts according to theſe Perfeitions, becauſe he will do ſo; 
for he can neither be, nor 4# otherwiſe; but we truly 
and properly ſay, That God does this or that, becauſe he 
will do it; tor if he had pleaſed, he might have chole, 
whether he would do it, or no. From all which, I 
conclude, That nothing could be more improperly and 
abſurdly affirmed than, That the Divine Power is nothing 
elſe but the Divine Truth and Wiſdom. 

PARADOX. * 

In Men (ſays he) it # only Knowledge that is Power ; 
Humane Power, and Humane KR powledge, as that ſignifies 
a K powledee how to do any Thing, are Commenſurate ; ſo 
that every Man can do what he knows how to do: Nay, 
Knowledge, # not only the Director of Power, but it is 
that very Lower which we call torce, Page 72. 

| Anſwer. 
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Anſw. This is ſo groſs a Paradox, that, I think, it can 
need no other Contutation than to oppole the ſenſe of all 
Mankind to it, nevertheleſs I ſhall offer this one Conſi- 
deration towards the diſproving the Identity of Kow- 
ledge and Power, viz. That a Man's Knowledge and 
Skill about the doing any Work of Art, may increaſe, 
as his power of Execution for the Actual doing the ſaid 
Works may decreaſe, nay, wholly ceaſe, and there- 
fore they cannot be the ſame. For ſuppoſe a Carpenter 
diſabled by Age, or Accident, that he cannot ſtrike a 
{ſtroke towards the building an Houſe ; does he therefore 
ceaſe to know how to build it, while another ſhall build 


S 


it wholly by the direction of his Skill and Knowledge? 


This Man may as well prove his Head and his Hands 
to be one and the ſame Thing, as Kzowledge and Power 
to be ſo. But I ſhall go no farther than this very Au- 
thor, to confute this Author's Aſſertion, who has told 
US 1Np. 9. 4. 3,4. That we underſt and nothing of the Secrets 
.and Myſteries of Nature; nor are concerned to —— 
them, any more than it is our Buſineſs to underſtand how to 
anake either a Body, or a Spirit which we have no power ro 
do, (mark that) if we did underſtand it, and therefore 
it would be an uſeleſs piece of Kyzowledge. Now TI beſeech 
the Reader to ſet theſe 1'wo Aflertions together, viz. 
that in pag. 72. That to know how to do a Thing « tobe 
able to do it, and that other in the pag. 9. viz. That 
though we underſtood how to make a Body, or a Spirit, yet 
we have no power to do it, TI ay let theſe Two Propofi- 
tions be compar'd ; and then 1 hope that for the future, 
Kyowleage how to do a thing, and Power to do it, ought 
not, even according to this very Author, to pals for the 
{lame thing. In the mean time we ſee how one of his 
Aſertions contains a groſs Abſurdity, and the other 
.compleats it with as groſs a Contradiction. 

Rr PARA- 


ob” onue.20 


 - —————— 


E : 
306 Animadverſrons, GC. 
PARADOX. 
This Word Infinite ( lays he) confounds our Notions 
__ 7. . = - 
Anſwer. This is falſe. 'The Thing indeed ſignified 
by the Word Tzfinite,exceeds and tranſcends our Noti- 
ons, but the word 1»finiredoes not confound them. And 
I would have this Man take notice,that for an ObjeQ to 
furpaſs and be above our Thoughts,and to diforder and 
confound them, are very difterent 'Things. And'more- 
over, that it is the height of Impudence and Ignorance 
too, toſay, That that Word confounds our Thoughts, No- 
tions and Conceptions of God, whichall Divines and Phi- 
loſophers inall Places and Ages have conſtantly expreſs'd 
_ the Narzre of God by : And which, after the Notion of 
his bare Exiſtence, does, next in order, offer it {elf to 
the Mind of Man, in its Speculations of this Great 


Object. | 
| PARADOX. 

We know not ( lays he). how far Infinite Wiſdom and 
Goodneſs, and Power reaches; but then we certainly know, 
that they have their Bounds, and that the Divine Nature 
* the ut mo Bounds of them, p. 79.. 

To which I A4zſwer, That for an Infinite Wiſdom to 
have Boards, and the Bounds of it to be'the Divine Na- 
zzre (which it ſelf has no Bounds) is in ipfis Terminis 
an expreſs, downright, and ſhameleſs ContradiCtion. 

See this further laid open in my Second Chapter. 
PARADOX. 

Thu Creed (lays he, ſpeaking of the Athanaſian) does 
not ſpeak of theThree Divine Perſons as diitinguiſhed from 
axe another, P. 88. Line 21. 

In reply to which, I am amazed to read an Aſertion 
fo manifeſtly falſe, and yet ſo poſitively uttered. For 
will. this Author put out the Eyes of his Reader ? - 

£ tEL1S 
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tells us here that Athanaſius (or whoſoever elſe might 
be the Author of this Creed) does not herein ſpeak ofthe 
Three Divine Perſons as diſtinguiſh'd from one another But 
I demand of him, does Athanaſius here ſpeak of them 
as of Three Perſons, or no? If the firſt; then he does 
and mult ſpeak of them as diſtinguiſhed from one an- 
other, for that without ſuch a DiſtinQtion they are 
not ſo much as Three. But if he does not ſpeak of 
them as of Three, and as of Three thus diſtinguiſhed. 
What then mean thoſe Words of the Creed ? There is 
one Perſon of the Father, another of the Son, and another 
of the Holy Gho#t ? Do theſe Words ſpeak of theſe Per- 
{ons as diſtinguiſhed, or do they not? If they do; tHen 
what this Man has here ſaid of the Creed, is ſhameleſly 
falſe; and if they do not expreſs the ſaid Perſons as die 
ſtint, 1 defie all the Wit ot Man to find out any 


Words that can. 
PARADOX. 

He tells us, That the Title of the one Only true God 
cannot be ſo properly attributed to any one Parſnh but only 
fo the Father, p. &o. | 

Anſwer. ThisI have already ſhewn in Chap. 5: P-137- 
to be both falſe and dangerous; as by direct conſequence 
either making ſeveral ſorts of Gods, or excluding both 
| the Sox and the Holy Gho#t trom the one true Godhead. 
At preſent I ſhall only ſay thus much, That [the One 
| only true God) and [the true God] are Terms perteQAly 
equivalent, and not only Commenſurate but Identical 
in their fignification; and withal, That this very Author 
himſelf affirms Page 186. Line the laſt, That the Sor 
mnt be included in the Charatter of the only True God; 
which how he can be, without having this Character 
properly affirmed and predicated of him, and his ſu- 
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ſtaining thereby the Denomination of the ozly True God, 
let this Confident, Self-contradicting Man declare if he 
can. In the mcan time let me tell him further, That 
theſe Terms [he True God] and [the only True God] do 
both of them import an Attribute, or Denomination 
purely Eſſential, and by no means Perſonal, or Oecono- 
mical : And moreover that every ſuch Attribute doesand 
mult agree toall the Three Perſons equally and whatſo- 
ever equally agrees to them all, may with equal Pro- 
priety be affirmed of all and each of them, and conſe- 
quently that the Title of [he Ore only True God] may 
every whit as truly and properly be attributed to theSox 
and Holy Gho#, as to the Father himſelf. See more 
of this in my forementioned Chapter. 
PARADOX. 

T affirm (lays he) that the Glory and. Majeſty and all the 
other perfettions of theT hree Divine Perſons are as diſtintt 
as their Perſons are. And again, Theſe perfettions are as 
_m as the Perſons, and yet as Numerically one and 
the ſame as the Godhead is, p.91. 

Anſwer. The firſt part of theſe Aſſertions is utterly 
inconſiſtent with, and qu + overthrows the laſt. And 
it is indeed very horrid, as by inevitable conſequence 
inferring a Tritheiſme. For if the eſſent:al Perfeftions 
of God (which in truth are only the Diveze Eſſexce un- 
der ſeveral Conceptions and Denominations) are as 4:- 
ftintt as the Perſons, whom the Church acknowledges 
to be really diſtinit,then it will and muſt follow, That in 
the Tr:zity there are Three really diſtin Eſſences, or God- 
heads, as well as Three really _—_ Perſons: And if they 
are thus diſtinQ, it is impoſſible that the Three Per ſors 
fhould'by virtue thereof, either be, or be truly {aid ta 
be, really one ; ſo that this Author, we ſee, has herein 


allerted. 
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aſſerted a Trinity with a Witneſs ; but as for any Unity 
in it, you may go look. | 

But I perceive he was driven to this falſe and abſurd 
Aſſertion by that Argument of his Sociziaz Adverſary 
urging him, That if the Efſextzal Glory and Majeſty in 
Father, Son and Holy Gho#t be but One, then it cannot 
be ſaid that their Glory is equal, their Majeſty co-eter- 
nal ;, foraſmuch as Uzzty is not capable of Equalzty.; 
which muſt of neceſſity be between two or more. This, 
I ſay, no doubt, drove him to this Inconvenieace. 

In Anſwer to which ObjeCtion, (though I owe not 
this Author ſo much Service) as I ſhall readily grant, 
That where there is an Equality, there mult be alſo a 
Plarality, of ſome ſort or other, whatſoever it be : So 
I ſhall obſerve, That the Divize Eſſence, Glory, or Mas 
Jefty, (which I ſtill affirm to be but different Names of 
the ſame thing falling under divers Conceptions) and 
every other eſſential perfeition of the Gadhead, may be 
conſidered two ways. | 

Firſt, Abſolutely and Abſtratedly in it ſelf, and as 
preſcinding from all perſozal Determizations, in which 
ſenſe the Divine Nature, Eſſence (and every Eſſential 
Attributeincluded in it) is, and always mult be taken, 
whenſoever, in Diſcourſe, it is ſpoken of, either. as 
compared with, or contra-diſtinguiſhed toall, or any of the 
Perſons. And accordingly,in this ſenſe being abſolute/, 
Oze, it is incapable of any Relation of Equality. Foral: 
much as oze Thing coniidered bur as Oe, cannot be ſaid 
to be equal to it ielf. Or, 

Secondly, Th.s Glory, Aajeffy, or any other Eſſential 
perfettion of the Goahead, 1 «7 be conſidered as ſuf ain- 
ing Three ſever! Modes of Subſiſtence .: Three d:ſtinit 
Perſons; which ſaid Mods, 25 the found a plurality iz 
this Eſſential Glory, or Majeity, (though by nu means of 
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Animatverſions, - &c. 
it ) fo this Plarality tounds a Capacity of Equality ; by 


virtue whereof, the ſame Glory — to its pecu- 


liar way of S»bſiſting in the Father, may be ſaid tobe 
equalto it ſelf as Subfiſtizg after another way in the Sox, 
and after a third in the Holy Gho#; ſo that immediately 
and ſtrictly this Equality is between the Three ſeveral 
Moaes of Subſiſtence, which this Eſſential Glory, or Ma- 
je#y ſuſtains, or (if you will) belongs to the ſaid Glory, 
tor and by reaſon ofthem. And this 1s the true Anſwer 
to this Socinian Objetion, which by a manifeſt Fallacy 
proceeds 2 ditto ſecundim quid ad dictum ſimpliciter, viz. 
That becauſe Equality cannot: belong to the Eſſential 
Glory, or Majeity of the Godhead conſidered abſtratFedly 


from the Dzvine Perſons, therefore neither can it agree 


to the ſame Glory, or Maje#y, upon any other Account 
whatſoever, which is utterly falſe ; foraſmuch as conſi- 
dered according to the Three different ways of its Sub- 
frence in the Three Perſons, it may, as Sabſiing under 
any one of them be ſaid to be equal to it ſelf, as Subſp#- 
ing under the other T'wo. 

PARADOX. 

This Author repreſents Gregory Nyſlen as fir#t aſſert- 
3ng a Specifick Sameneſs, or Unity of Natare, in the 
Divine Perſons (which alſo he makes all along to be ſig- 
nified by the cuadiens) and then aſſerting that this Speci- 
fick Sameneſs, or hes of Nature, makes the ſaid 
Three Perſons Numerically One, Page 118. the latter 
end. 

Anſwer. This is too great an Abſurdity for ſo Learn- 
ed a Father to be guilty of, and therefore ought to he at 
this Author's own Door ; for that a Specifick Samerefi, or 
Unity of Natzre,ſhould make any Thing, or Perſon, Nu- 
merically One (any more than a gererical Unity can make 

Things 
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Things ſpecifically One) is beyond meaſure ſenceleſs and 


illogical. b n; | 
NT) PARADOX. | 
Though the Fathers (lays he) aſſert the ſingularity of 
the Godhead, or che Numerical Unity of the Divine Eſ- 
ſence ; yet they do not aſſert ſuch a Numerical Unity, as 
where there is but one Perſon as well as one Eſſence, but 
ſuch a Numerical Unity as: there is. between Three, 
who are ue, of the very ſame Nature, but are 
ot merely united by a. ſpecifick Unity, but by an Efſen- 
tial Union ; and therefore are Three and One, Page 121 
Line 15. 57) C3214 
Aznſver., In theſe Words there are ſeveral Abſurdi. 
ties, which he fallly charges' upon the Fathers, but. 
ought in all Reaſon to.take to himſelf, As, | 
r.. He ſuppoſes a fpecifick Unity, and an eſſential Unity 
to be diſtintt Unities : whereas every ſpecifick Vnity, or 
Union, (call it, at preſent, which you will) is alſoan 
Jemrtd Upity, or Union. For a ſpecifick Unity is one 
rt of an eſſertial Vyity (which 1n its whole compaſs 
contains the Generical,the Specifical, and the Numerical) 
and therefore thus to cortra-diſtinguiſh a Species to its 
Genzw, 15 fit for none but ſuch a rage as this Author; 
it being all one, as if -one ſhould ſay of Peter, That he 
is not only a Man, but alſo a Living Creature: : 

+ 2. Theſecond Abſurdity is, That he owns a fpecifick 
Unity of Nature in the Divine Peyſons ( which ſort of 
Unity T have abundantly proved in Chap. 7. the Divine 
Natare not to be capable of) for he ſays here of the Dz-. 
vinePerſons,That they are not merely United by a fpetifick 
Unity : which Words muſt imply, that however; ſo 
united they are. 

3. Hemakes Two ſorts of Numerical Unity, contrary 
to all Rules of Logick, viz. One, where there are _ 
ral 


CE ———————— 


212 Animadverſwns, GC. 
ral Perſons of one Nature, as here in the Trinity; and 
the other, where there is but One Perſon,as well as One 
Natare. But let me here tell him, That the Divize Na- 
fureis every whit as zumerically One 1n the Three Perſons, 
as if there were but one Per/ox: in the Godhead, and no 
more. And 1n this very Thing (as has been ſhewn ) 
does the Myſteriouſneſs of an Unity iz Trinity confiſt, 
Ifay, The Divine Nartare is as Numerically Oze in the 
Three Perſons,as the humane Nature was numerically One 
in Adam, while there was noother Perſon in the World 
but himſelf; nay, much more ſo, ſince it is not al- 
tiplicable, as that was. And to affirm, That the Nu- 
merical Unity of the Godhead is not ſo perfect, or is not 
the very ſame, Szbſi#ing in Three ditinit Perſons, as if 
we could imagine it to ſubſi# but in Oze, Subverts and 
Overthrows ſuch az Unity ix Trinity, as the Church in 
gall Ages hitherto has maintained. : | 
. PARADOX. | | 
-Having told us, That the Fathers univerſally acknow- 
ledged, the Operation of the whole Trinity ad Extra to be 
but One, and from thence ooncluded the Unity of the Di- 
vine Nature and Eſſence; for that every Nature has a 
Virtae and Energy of its own; (Nature being a Principle 
of Attion,) and if the Energy and —_— be but One, 
there can be but One Nature, He adds within four Lines 
after, That this u« certainly true, but gives no Account, 
how T hree diſtin Perſons come to have but One Will, One 
Emergy, Power and Operation; nor that any Account (that 
he knows of ) car be given of it but by Mutual-Conſci- 
ouſneſs, Page 124. Line 7,'&c. 
Anſw. Were I not acquainted with this Man's wa 
of Writing, I ſhould be amazed to ſee him in ſo fmall a 
compals ſo flatly contradiCt himſelf. For will he, in 
the firit place, aiſert, in the Three Divine Perfors a Nu- 
merical 
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merical Unity of Nature? And in the next, aſlert alſo, 
that this Unity of Natare is proved by Unity of Energy 
and Operation? And after this tell us, That this gives no 
Account at all, how Three diſtini# Perſons come to have but 
one Will and Energy, Power and Operation ? For does not 
Unity of Natare,in theſe three diſtintt Perſons prove this? 
While the ſaid Unzty of Natare proves Vntty of Operati- 
02, as the Caule proves its Ettect, and Uzty of Operati- 
02 again proves Unity of Nature, as the eftect proves its 
cauſe? This, any one of ſenſe would think, is a fair, 
full, and ſufficient Account how Three aiſtizt&t Perſons, 
having all bat One Nature, come thereby all to have but one 
Will, Energy and Operation. And {ſhould any one elfe 
argue otherwiſe, I ſhould think him beſide hi»zſelf”; but 
this Author in this Diſcourſes /:ke himſelf. | 
PARADOX. 

Knowledge, Self-refletion and Love,are diſtintt Powers 
and Faculties in Men,and ſo diſtinit, that they can never be 
the ſame; Knowledge ts not Self-reflettion ; nor Love either 
Kyowledge, or Self-reflettion ; though they are inſeparably 
a#nited, they are diſtinit, P. 130.L.11, 12, &c. 

Azſw. Here allo is another knot of Abſurdities. For, 

Firit, Kzowledge, Self-reflettion, and Love are not in 
Men d:/tin& Powers and Faculties (as this unfledged Phi- 
loſopher calls them ) but only diftizi# Ads. 

Secondly, Admitting that Kzowledge were a Facaliy 
(as 1t 15 not) yet I deny that Xzowleage and Self-refle- 
ion would make Two diftintt Faculties, toraſmuch as 
it is one and the ſame TztellecFtual Faculty, which both 
exerts an At of Kpowledze, and an A of Reflection up- 

' 6n that 4# of Kxowledze, or upon it felf as producing 
the ſaid AF. For which Caule it 1s (as has been obſerv- 
ed before) that Philoſophers hold that the Vader/tanding 
is Facult as ſupra (e Reflexiva; all of them allowing _ 
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the dire and the reflex As of Kyowledge to iſlue from 
the ſame Faculty. 

Thirdly, He fays, That albeit the forementioned 
Atts ave diſtin, yet they are inſeparably united. But this 
alſo is falſe ; for (whether an 4 of Kyowledge may be 
without an A# of Self-refletioz, as ſome, not without 
Reaſon, think it may) Iam ſurein Men (of whom a- 
lone we now ſpeak) both an A# of Kyowledge and of 
Self-reflefFion too may be without an A4# of Love con- 
fequent thereupon : And ifthe former may be without 
the latter, then they are not #nſeparably nnited, as this 
Author here {ays they are. 

| PARADOX. 

He fays, That Love is 4 ditinit At, rnd therefore in 
God muſt be a Perſon, P.133. 

Azſw. 1t this bea true and good Conſequence, then 
the Ground and Reaſon of it muſt be 'This, That every 
aiftinit At inGod, s, and muſt be » diſtinit Perſon. And 
if 10, then every Decree in God, whether it be his De- 
cree of Efe#io, or of Reprobatiox (if there be ſuch an. 
one} or of creating the World, and ſending Chr:/t into 
it, and at laſt of deſtroying it, and the like, are cach of 
them ſo many Per/ons.For every Divine Decree is an Ad 
ofGod,and anImmarnent Aft too,as reſting within him,and. 
(as ſuch) not paſſing forth to any Thing without Him); 
that Maxim of the Schools being moſt true, that De- 
creta nihil ponunt in eſſe. Nor is this all, but moſt of the 
Divine Ats are freealſo; fo that there was nothing in 
the Nature of them to hinder, but that they equally 
might, or might #ot have been; which applied to the 
Dzvine Perfons, would make ſtrange work in Divinity. 
In the mean time if this Author will maintain this Do- 

_ Etrin, viz. That As and Perſons, are the ſame in 
God, (as,I think, he ought inall Reaſon to maintain the 
1Mmme- 
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immediate conſequences of his own Aſſertion ) I dare 
undertake that here he will ard alone again ; and that 
he 1s the only Divine who ever owned, or defended 
{uch wrerched Stuff, 

PARADOR. 

Theſe three Powers of Underſtanding, Self-refleftion, 
and Self-Love are one Mind, viz. in Created Spirits; of 
which alone he here ſpeaks, adding in the very next 
words, What are mere Faculties and Powers in Created 
Spirits, are Perſons in the Godhead, &c. Pag. 135. at 
the latter end. 

Anſwer. This is a very groſs Any, and to make 
it appear fo, I do here tel] him, That the Three fore- 
mention'd Powers are no more one Mizd,than three Qua- 
[ities are one Subſtance ;, and that very Term [ Powers] 
might have taught him as much ; Potentia and Impotern- 
tia making one Species of Quality under which all 
Powers and Faculties are placed. So that his three pow- 
ers of Underſtanding, Self-Reflefion, and Self-Love are 
one only Unitate Subjetti, as being ſubjected in one 
and the fame Mind; but not azitate Eſſentie, as Eſfſea- 
tially differing both from one another,and from theMind 
it {ct too, in which they are. Certainly if this Man 
did not look upon himſelf as above all Rules of Logick 
and Philoſophy, he would never venture upon ſuch ab- 
{urd Aﬀertions. 

PARADOR. | 

He tells us, That the Son and Holy Ghoſt Will and 

Act with the Father ;, not the Father with the Son and 
the Holy Gho#t, Pag. 159. Line 13, 14, Oc. 

Anſw. This is a direCt Contradiction : For if the Sor 
and Holy Ghoſt Will and Att with the Father,the Father 
muſt Will and AQ with the Soz and the Holy Ghoſt.And 
he who can finda diſtin& ſenſe in theſe two Propoſtti- 
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05, and much more, affirm the firſt and deny the lat- 
ter,has a better Faculty at diſtinguiſhing than any Mor- 
tal Man, uſing his Senſe and Reaſon, will pretend to. 
Tt being all one, as if T ſhould ſay, I ſaw Thomas, Wil- 
liam ad John together ; of whom William azd John were 
iz the Company of Thomas, but Thomas was not in the 
Company of William axd John. And I challenge any 
ſenhble thinking Man to make better ſenſe of this Au- 
thor's fore-mention'd Afſertion if he can. But this muſt 
not go alone without a further caſt of his Nature, by 
heightning it with another ContradiQion too, which 
you ſhall find by comparing it with pag. 188. /:ze 4. 
where he affirms, That Father, Son, and Holy Gho#t act 
together, having before exprelly told us here, That the 
Father does not will and act with the Son and Holy Ghof#t | 
which very Aſlertion alſo, (to ſhew him the further fa- 
tal Conſequences of it) abſolutely blows up and deſtroys 
his whole Hypotheſis of Mataal Copſciouſneff, by de- 
ſtroying that upon which he had built it. For if the 
Father may and does Will and Act without the Son aud 
Holy Gho#, then farewel to the w'e wigſwa, and the 
pie xirnors Beanye]&, for they mult never þe alledged in 


this Cauſe more. 
PARADOX. 

Nothing can make God viſible but a perſonal Union ta 
a viſible Nature, Page 234. Line 22, 23. 

Anſwer. This is a molt falſe Afſertion, and directly 
contrary to Scripture. And to prove it ſo, Iſball lay 
down theſe Four Concluſions. 

Firſt, That the Godhead, or Divine Nature, neither 
is nor can be viſible to a Corporeal Eye, by an 1immedi- 
ate ſight, or Intuition of the Godhead it felt. 

Secondly, That God is viſible to ſuch an Eye only by 


the ſpecial Signs, or Symbols of his Preſence. 
Thirdly, 


CHAPTER IX, 
Thirdly, That God is viſible by a Body perſonally 


united to him, only as the {aid Body is ſuch a Sign, or 
Sy mbol of his peculiar Freſence. And 


/ 


Fourthly and Laſtly, That a Body actually afſumed 


by God tor a Time, is during that Time as true, and 
viſible a Sy mbol of his Preſence, as a Body, or Nature 
perſonally anited to him can be. 

And thus it was, that God appeared vilibly to the Pa- 
triarchs 1n Old Time, and particularly to Abraham, to 
Gzdeon, and to the Father and Mother of Sampſoz, who 
thereupon thought that they ſhould Die for having ſeen 
God Face to Face. For generally all Interpreters hold 
the Perſoz who thus appeared, to have been the Second 
Perſoa of the bleſſed Trinity, the Erernal Son of the Fa- 
ther ; though ſometimes called {imply the Agel, and. 
ſometimes the Agel of the Covenant, from the Office he 
was then actually imployed in by his Father, as the 


extraordinary Meſſenger and Reporter of his Mind to.- 


holy Men upon ſome great Occaſions. 
This ſuppoſed, I deſire this bold Author to tell me, 


Whether the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity ( God equal . 


with the Father ) was perſorally anited to the Body, which 


he then appeared in, or not? If not ; then the fore-. 
mentioned Aflertion, That nothing can make God viſible, . 


but a perſonal Union to a viſible Nature, falls ſhametuliy 
to the Ground, as utterly falſe. Burt if he was perſon- 
ally united to it, then thele Paradoxes mult follow, 


1.. That he either laid down that aſſumed Body after- + 


wards, .or he. did not : 1t he did, then an FHypoſt atical 


Union with God may be diſfolv'd; and not only ſo, but . 
there may be alſo a thouſand perſonal Vniors one after - 
another, (if God ſhall think fit to aſſume a Body, and ap- 
pear init ſooften ;) which would be contrary to the eaſe | 
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of all Divines, aud to all Principles of ſound Divinity, 
which own but one hypoſtatical Union and no more. Or, 
2. He ſtill retains an V#07x to that aſſumed Body, and 
then there is a double hypoſtarical Vnion, viz. One to the 
viſible Body aſſumed by him, in which he appeared of 
old, and the other to that Body which he was Born with 
inthe World. All which Pof##zors are horrid and mon- 
ſtrous, but unavoidably conſequent from the foregoin 
Afertion. But for the further Illuſtration of the Caſe 
I do here affirm to this Author, 'That God is as viſible in 
an aſſamed Body, whether of Air, or Fther, or what- 
fſoever other Materials it might be formed of, as in a 
Body of Fleſh and Blood perſonally united to him: I ſay, 
as viſible. For notwithſtanding the great difference of 
theſe Bodies, and the difference of their Union and Re- 
{ation to God, One beiag by a temporary Aſſumption, and 
the other by a perſonal Incarnation ; yet no Corporeal 
Eyecould diſcern this Difterence, during the Appear- 
ance, but that one was, for the time, as viſible as the 
other; and therefore ſince both of them were truly Sym- 
bols of God's peculiar Preſence (the only way by which 
the Divine Nature becomes viſible to a Mortal Eye) it 
demonſtratively overthrows that poſitive, falſe Aﬀerti- 
on of this Author, That nothing can make God wiſible, 
bat 4 perſonal Union to a viſible Natare. 
PARADOX. 
All the Circumſtances of our Saviour's Birth, and Life, 
and Death, were ſo panttually foretold by the Prophets, and 
' fo peremptorily decreed by God, that after he was come into 
the World, there was no place for his Choice and Elettion. 
And he could not ſhew either his Love, or his Humility by 
chooſing Poverty, Death, &c. Page 242. Line 5. 
Anſwer. This is Falſe, Abſurd, and Dangerous, and 
1ndeed next to Blaſphemous ;as overthrowing the whole 
Oeconomy 
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Oeconomy of Man's Redemption by the Merits of Chri#. 

For that which leaves no place for Chorce, leaves no pol- 

ſibility for Merzt, For all Merit is founded in freedoys 

of Acton, and that in Choice. And if Chri#, after his 

Incarnation, had not this, he could not Merir, And 
whereas the Author lays, That Chriſt choſe all this as the 

ſecond Perſon of theTrinity antecedently to his Incarnation. 

I Anſwer, That this is indeed true, but reaches not the 

preſent Caſe. For what hedid before he was Incarnate, 

was the 4 of him purely as God; but a weritorious 
Ati0a mult {till bean humane Aion; winch could not 
proceed from the ſecond Perſou before his Aſſumption of 
an Humane Natare. IT readily grant and hold, That the 
Actions of Chri#”s hamane: Natare recerved a peculiar 

Worth and Value from its Uz:ioz with his Divine Per - 
fon,yet {till I afftirm;that this Worth and Value was ſub- 

jeted and inherent in his humane Adions, as luch ;. and 

thereby qualified them with ſo high a degree of Merz. 

So that, whenceſoever this Merzt might flow,they were 
only his hamane Actions, viz. ſuch as proceeded from 

him as a Man, that were properly. and formally me- 
r1tOr10Us. 

And whereas this Author ftates the Reaſon of this. 
his horrid Afertion upon the Predictions of theProphers, 1 
and the peremptory Decrees of God concerning all that 
belonged to, or befell Chri#, I do here tell him, That 
neither Predictions nor Decrees, though never {o pun-- | 
Qual and peremptory, do, or can infringe, or take a- — 
way the freedom of Man's Choice, or Election about: 
the things ſo decreed, or foretald ; how. difficult ſoever 
it may be for humane Reaſon to reconcile them ; and 
if this Man will affirm the contrary, he muſt either ba- 
niſhall Chozce and Freedom of Attion, or all certain Pre- 
dictions and peremptory Decrees out of the World ; let 

him. _- 


W.-. | 
| 

| 

\- | 
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him chooſe which of theſe two Rocks he will run him- 
ſelf againſt, for he will be aſſuredly ſplit upon either. 
This vile Aiſertion really deſerves the Cenſure of a Cox- 
wocation, and it is pity, for the Church's ſake, but in 
due time it ſhouid find it. 

| PARADOX. 

Concerning Perſoz and Perſonality he has theſe fol- 
lowing Aſfſertions, which I have here drawn together 
from ſeveral parts of his Book, viz. The Mind is a Per- 

fox, Page 191. Line 21, 22, A Soul without aVital Union 
to a Body, is a Perſon, Page 262. Line 17. And the Soul 
. % the Perſon, becauſe it ts the Superiour governing power, 
and Conſtitutes the Perſon, Page 268. Line 28. A Beaſt 
which has no Reaſonable Soul, but only an Animal Life, is 
« Perſon, &c. Page 262.Line 18, 19, 20. Andagain, 

We may find the Reaſonable and Animal Life ſubſiſting a- 
part,and when they ao ſo,they areTwo[ Perſons] and but One 
[Perſon] when United, Page the ſame, at the end of 
it. And laſtly, Oze Agent # One Perſon, Page 268. 
Line 2. 

Anſwer. Tn all theſe Propoſetions, ſo confidently laid 
down by this Man, there are almoſt as many Abſurdi- 
ties and Fallities as there are Words, I have already 
ſhewn this of ſome of them in Chap. 3. and therefore I 

ſhall be the briefer in my Remarks upon them here. 

And firſt for that Aſertion, That the Mind i a Per- 

fon. Tothis I Anſwer, That the Mind may be taken 
Two ways. 

Firſt, Either for that Intelleftual Power, or Faculty, 

by which the Soul underſtands and Reaſons. Or, 
Secondly, For the Rational Soul it lelt. 

\ Tn the former Senſe, it is but an Accident, and par- 
ticularly a Quality : In the ſecond it 15 an Efſeatialpart 
of the whole Man; and therefore upon neither -4 
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theſe Accounts can be a Perſox. For neither an Acci- 
aent, nor a Part can be a Perſoz; which (as ſuch) muſt 
be both a Subſtance, and a compleat Subſtance too. 
And ſecondly, Whereas, he ſays, That a Soal without 
4 vital Union to the Body is a Perſon; I tell him, That 
the Soul without ſuch an Uzion, 1s [till an 7»complete Be- 
 7xg; as being originally and naturally deſigned for the 
Completionand Compoſition of the whole Man, and there- 
fore for that reaſon, cannot be a Per/oz. 
And then Thirdly, whereas he adds, That the Sort 
& the Perſon, becauſe it is the Superiour governing Power, 
and Conſtitutes the Perſon. T anſwer, That it is the for- 
mer, and does the latter, only as it is the przzze efſential 
part of the whole Man; and for that very caule 1s an 
#ncomplete Being, (as every part is and muſt be) and 
conſequently cannot be a Perſoz. 
In the next place, for an Anſwer to his ſaying, That 
4 Beaſt is a Perſon. 1 refer him to his own politive Af. 
firmation, pag. 69. line 18. That a Perſon, and an In- 
telligent Subſtance, are reciprocal Terms: And the ſame 
may ſerve for an Anſwer to his next Abſurdity, That 
when the Reaſonable and the Animal Life onjr apart, 
they are Two Perſons. For the Animal Life ſeparate from 
the Ratzonal, is void of all Reaſon, and the very Defi- 
nition of a Perſoz is, That it is Suppoſitum Rationale, aut 
Intelligens. 
In the laſt place, By his ſaying, That One Agent is 
Oze Perſon, ( which, Iam ſure, he affirms univerſally 
of every ſingle Agent) he makes every Living Creature 
| under Heaven, a Per/oz : For every ſuch Creature is 
endued with a Principle of Lifeand A710, and accord- 
ingly acts by it, and by ſo acting, is properly an Azgez: : 
From all whuch it follows, That this Author (as great 
as his Retinue may be) has many more Perſons in his 
TL Family 
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Family, than he is aware of ; there being not ſo much 
asa Rat or a Mouſe within the Walls of his Dearry, 
but, according to this Aflertion of his, 1s as truly and 
properly a Per/oz as himſelf. So that although he ſe/- 
dom (as he ſays) makes Viſits, yet he 1s {ure never to 
want Company. | 

PARADOX. 

He aſlerts, That every Maz has two diſtintt Reaſons, 
and two diſtinit Wills, and thoſe 4s diſftintt as if he had 
zwo Souls, Page 267. Line 7, 8, 9. 

Anſwer, This Ailſertion, and the Abſurdity of it are 
perfectly his own. For certainly Two Reaſons and 
Two Wills, and thoſe as diſtinct in each Man, as if he 
had Two diſtin Souls, were never aſlerted to be in any 
One [meter] Man, by any Perſon of Senſe and Learn- 
ing before: It has indeed been diſputed by Philoſophers, 
Whether there be Three Souls in the ſame Man, viz. A Ra- 
tional, a Senſitive, and a Vegetative? And it has been 
generally concluded in the Negative, and that the Gra- 
aus Intelletivus, Senſitivus, & Vegetativus were only 
T hree diſtin& Powers, or Faculties lodged in one and the 
{ame Soul: But as for Two diſtinit Reaſons and Two di- 
ſtint Wills 1n one Soul, none that I ever met with, 
affirmed it. And in Anſwer to it, it were enough to 
overwhelm the Aſſerter of it with the univerſal Judg- 
ment of all Philofophers holding the contrary, v:z. 
That in each individual Perſon there is only One indivi- 
dual Reaſon and Will, and no more. 

But I {hall diſcourſe the Matter a little further with 
this Author ; though yet as briefly as I can. 

And firſt of all, I lay down this as certainly true, That 
zf one ſingle Reaſon, and one ſingle Will are ſufficient to 
give an Account of all the Acts, Offices, and Operations 
belonging tothe Nature of Man, they it is ſuperfluous, and 
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conſequently abſurd to aſſert any more.,, But the former is 
undoubtedly true, And to ſhew that It is ſo, we are to 
conſider what human Reaſon, and the Offices of it pro- 
perly are; and ſ9 for the human Will, and the proper 
Acts and FunCQtions of that. Now they are both of them : 
Intelletual Faculties,and thereby diſtingui{h'd trom,and 
Superiour toall Acts of Sez/ation, whether External, or 
Internal, and all Acts of Deſire and Appetztion,proceed- 
ing trom the ſenſitive Appetite. And as they are ſupe- 
riour to them, 10 it is the proper Office of Reaſoz to Ar- 
bitrate upon, Judge of, and Dirett all the Apprehenfi- 
ons and Reports of the Senſes, and upon ſuch a Judg- 
ment paſled upon them, to declare authoritatively,/hat 
ought, or ought not to be done and in the like manner the 
Will is to govern and control all the Iferiour Apperites, 
Deſires, and Inclinations, by an effettual diſpoſal of 
them, to what ſhall, or ſhall zot be done. And this is the 
Order and Oeconomy of all the Rational and Sexſitive 
Powers and Faculties of the Soul of Man, and of the Fun- 
ions and Operations reſpeQtively belonging to them, 
And now I deſire any oneto ſhew me, what uſe there is 
of a Second Reaſon, and a Second Will, and what are 
thoſe particular, proper As proceeding from them, 
which are neither [ztelleFaal, nor Senſitive. For if they 
are either of theſe, all ſuch As have been fully accoun- 
ted for, from the Iztellefaal and Senſitive Principles al- 
ready mentiored, and therefore mult needs be ſuperflu- 
ous. Again, I would know, whether theſq/Two Rea- 
ſons are Subordinate, ſo that one is ſubjeQt toand govern- 
ed by the other, or Co-ordizare and Equal,and neither of 
them ſubje& to, or governed by the other ? If they 
are Subordinate, the Inferiour is uſeleſs, ſince the Acts 
proceeding from both,being equally As of Reaſon, the 
Superjour can and may dictate all that the Inferiour can 
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ſuggeſt immediately by it ſelf, and without the Subor- 
dinate Operation of the other ; and what I have faid of 
an Human Reaſoz, will proportionably hold in an Hu- 
man Will: But if, on the other ſide, there are Two Co- 
ordinate Reaſons, and Two Co-ordinate Wills, neither of 
them ſubject to, or governed by the other, then, in the 
Direction and Diſpoſal of Mens ACtions,they either ſug- 
gelt the very ſame DireQions and Commands, or ſuch 
as are quite different, and ſometimes perhaps contrary. 
If the very ſame, then oze of the Reaſons and vze of the 
Wills are again ſuperfluous: For what need can there be 
of two to ſuggeſt the very ſame things ? But if theſe 
two Reaſons ſuggeſt different, or contrary DireCtions, 
and theſe two Wills exert two difterenr, or contrary 1n- 
flaences upon the Tnferiour and ſenſitive part, then the. 
Soul mult be diſtracted between both, and not able to 
proceed determinately to Action ; but the zwo Reaſons 
muſt diſpute the Matter, and the ?#wo W1//s muſt fight it 
out. And this will be the admirable Harmony and 
State of an Human Soul. 

If it be here Objected, That we ſometimes find men- 
tion in Scripture of a ſenſual, or carnal Reaſon, and of a 
ſenſaal Will : and that therefore two Reaſons, and iwo 
W:{/s muſt be admitted in each Man. 

I Anſwer, That we read in Scripture of the Old Man 
and the New May, in Perſons Regezerate, and yet I can- 
not from hence infer, "That two _ Mez do, or can, 
ſubſiſt in 0ze Perſoz. And therefore as to that Objecti- 
on of a carnal, ſenſual Will and Reaſon, 

F Anſwer, That Reaſoz is calPd Sexſual,when it direQs, 
and preſcribes according to the Exorbitant Inclinations 
and Deſires of the ſezſitive part; and the Will is called 
ſo likewiſe,when it does not interpoſe its Sway and Au- 
thority, but ſufters the ſenſitive Apperites to take their 
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own courſe without control : So that this Term Sexual, 
or Carzal applied either to Reaſon, or Will, does not 

import, or infer another Reaſoz, or another W:ll, but 

the ſame Reaſon and Will under different,and ſometimes 

contrary Laalifications, and otherwiſe ating and beha- 

ving themſelves, than, according to their natural Pre- 

rogative and Office in the Soul, they ought to do. Tt 

is indeed a diviſion Subjeftz iz Accidentia, And this is 

all that can be drawn trom thence. 

In tine, I think a ſtranger and a fillier Paradox could 
not well be advanced ; and it 1s great pity but the A4u- 
thor of it ſhould be Known by this Gloriows Charatter, 
That this is that great Philoſopher and Divine, who af- 
firms and holds, That there are Three diſtin&t Infinite 
Minds in One God: And Two diſtinit Reaſons, and Two 
diſtin Wills in one and the ſame Man, And long may 
he live to have the Fame of ſuch Afſertions ringing in 
both his Ears; and when he is dead, FE doubt not but 
he will be remembred by them, though they be never 
writ upon his Tomb : For certainly he who afhrms 
Two Reaſons inthe ſame Man, hardly Diſcourſes at the 
rate of One, 

PARADORX. 

He Aſerts, That the Body moves at the Command of the 
Will, and i ſo far conſcious to its Commands, Pag. 269. 
Lin. 18, 19. | 

In peat to which,I aftirm it to be abſolutely falſe, 
and extremely abſurd, toſay, That the Body is at all con- 
ſcious tothe Commands of the Will,Foraſmuch as Conſci- 
ouſnefs is an att of Intelleftion, and fo muſt ifſue from an 
Intelleftive Faculty, which the Body 1s not endued with, 
and therefore cannot act by ; and withal, every a& of 
the Will is only an Iztelligible, and not a ſenſible Object ; 
and conſequently cannot be otherwiſe apprehended and 


perceived than zxte/lectually. And as for the C — 
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of it; a Command operates and moves only by way of 


moral Canſation, viz y being firſt known by the'T ling, 
of Agent which it is directed to, which thereupon by 
{uch a Knowledge of it, is induced to move, or Act ac» 
cordingly, But now, the H/7// does not thus Ace upon 
the Body,the Body having noPrinciple whereby to know, 
or underſtand what it Commands. And theretore, when 
we ſay, That the Wil Commands the Body, in {trictneſs 
of Truth, it is only a Metaphorical Expreſſion, For 
the W:11, or Soul exerting an Act of Yolitioz,moves the 
Body, not by Command, but by Phyſical Impalſe : That 
Is to ſay, It does by its native Force, Ezxergy, and Acti- 
vity, firlt move and impell the Spzrits, and by the in- 
ſtrumental Mediation of them ſo moved and impelled, 
it moves and impells the Body ; and this, by as real an 
Impulſe, as when I puſh, or thruſt a thing with my 
hand. For though indeed a material Thing cannot aQ- 
ively, or efficiently move, or work upon an Immate- 
rial, yet Philoſophers grant that an Immaterial (as being 
of the nobler and more active Nature) can move, im- 
pell, or work upon a Material; and it we cannot form 
in our Minds an Idea of the Mechaniſm of this Motion, 
It is becauſe neither can we form in our Minds an Idea 
of a Spirit - But nevertheleſs Reaſon and Diſcourſe 
will Evince, That the Thing mult be ſo, 
PARADOX. 

He tells us, That the Human Nature of Chriſt may be 
Ignorant of ſome things, notwithſtanding its perſonal 
Union to the Divine Word; becauſe it is an Interiour and 
Subject Nature, Page 270. Line 12, 13, 14. 

' Anſwer, 'Theſe Words alſo are both abſurd and 
falſe. And | | 

Firſt, They are Abſurd, becauſe no Rules of Speak- 
ing, or Arguing, permit us to ſay of any Thing, or 

Perſon, 
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Perſon, That it may be ſo, or ſo; when neceſſarily it is, 
and mult be ſo, For the Term [2ay] imports an 1z- 
difference, or at leaſt, a poibzlity to both ſides of the 
Contradiction : So that when a Man ſays, That a 
Thing [may be thus, or thus] he does by conſequence 
ſay alſo, [That it may not be thus, or thus.] And there- 
fore to lay, That the Human Nature of Chriff, notwith- 
ſtanding its perfonal Union to the Word, may be igno- 
_ rant of ſome Things, when it cannot but be ignorant of 
ſome ; nay, of very many Things, is Abſurd. 

And in the next place alſo, To make the Subjection of 
the Human Nature to the Divine, the proper Cauſe of this 
Fenorance i falſe, and the Aſſignation of a non cavla pro 
causi: Tt being all one, as if I ſhould ſay, That ſach ax 
oxe cannot be a good Diſputant, becauſe he has a blemiſh in 
his Eye. For it is not this Szbjection of it to the Divine . 
Natare, that makes it ignorant of many Things known 
by that Vature; but the vaſt diſparity that is between 
theſe Two Natares, viz. That one of them is Infinire, 
the other Fizite,which makes it impoſſible for the [af- 
ate tO communicate its whole Kyxowleage to the Finite. 
Foraſmuch as ſuch a Kyowleadge exceeds its Capacity,and 
cannot be received into it, ſo as to exiſt, or abide in it, 
any more than Omnipotence, or Omnipreſence, or any 
other Infinite Divine Perfection can be lodged in a F:- 
aite Being. | 

And beſides this, this very Author, in the immediate- 
ly foregoing Page, had not only allowed but affirmed, 
That the Body (which certainly is both united to the 
Soul, and of a Natare Subject and Inferionr to it ) was 
yet conſcious to the Dictates and Commands of the Soul. 
Wherefore where Two Natures are united, the bare Sub- 
jection of one to the other, is not the proper Cauſe, that: 
-the- Natare which is Sabject, 1s ignorant. of what 1s 

| | known. 
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known by the Nature which it is ſabject to, For if 
S#bjection were the ſole and proper Caule of this Tgno- 
rance, the Inferiour Nature would be equally ignorant 
of every Thing known by the Saperiour ; which yet,ac- 
cording to this Man's own Doctrine of the Conſciouſnefi 
of the Body to the Soul, is not ſo. This Conſideration 
I alledge only as an Argument ad hominem, having al- 
ready, by the former Argument, ſufficiently proved 
the-falſeneſs of his Afſertion. 

ButT ſhall detain my Reader no longer upon this Sub- 
ze; though I muſt afſure him, that I have given him 
but a Modizcam, and (as it were) an handful or two out 
of that full heap which IT had before me; and from 
which I had aQuually colleQed ſeveral more Particulars, 
which T have not here preſented him with, being un- 
willing to ſwell my Work to too great a Bulk. Ne- 
vertheleſs I look upon this Head of Diſcourle,as ſo very 
uſeful to place this A=thor ina true Light,that if T might 
be ſo bold with my Reader, I could with, that he would 
vouchſafe this Chapter (of all the reſt) a ſecond Peru- 
{al; upon which T dare undertake, that it will leave in 
him ſuch Impreſſions concerning this Man's fitneſs to 
Write about the Tr:zity, as will not wear out of his 
Mind in haſte. And yet after all this, I will nor pre- 
ſume to derogate from this Author's Abilities,how inſc- 
lently ſoever he has trampled upon other Mens ; but 
content my ſelf, that I have fairly laid that before the 
Reaaer, by which he may take a juſt, and true meaſure 
of them. And ſo I ſhall conclude this Chapter with an 
Obſervation, which I have, upon ſeveral occaſions, had 
cauſe to make, viz. That Divinity and Philolophy are 
certainly the worſt Things in the World, for any One to be 
Magiſterial 2, who does not underſtand them. 
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In which the Author's Grammatical, (and ſuch 
like) Miſtakes, as they are found here, and 
there in his Writings, are ſet down, and re- 
marked upon. 


Ould this Author have carried himſelf with any or 
S dinary degree of Candor and Civility towards 
thoſe, whom he wrote againſt, he had never had the 
leaſt Trouble given him by me upon this Head of Diſ- 
courſe. But when I find him treating Learned Men 
with ſo much Diſdain and Inſolence, and much liker a 
rough, ill-bred Schoo/-=Mafter domineering over his Boys, 
than a fair Oppozext entring the Liſts with an Ingenuors 
Antagoniſt, 1 muſt confeſs, I cannot think my ſelf obli- 
| gedto treat him upon ſuch Terms, as I would an Ad- 
verſary of a contrary Temper and Behaviour. One Man 
' (anda very. Learned one too) he flirts at, as if he could 
not diſtinguiſh between Conjundtive and Disjunttive Par- 
ticles ; Vindication of his Caſe of Allegiance, pag. 76. the 
Two laſt Lines. Another he Scoffs, or rather Spzts at, 
as neither underſtanding Greek nor Latine, Vindic. Trin. 
Pag. 95. Line 25. and thereby, I ſuppoſe, would bear , 
himſelfto the World as no {mall Critick in both. As 
for the Socinians (of which number this latter is) I do 
from my Heart Condemn their Opinions, as falſe, and 
deſtructive, not only of the Chri/tian, but (in ſeveral 
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ſnſtanccs) even of Nataral Theology and Religion it ſelf. 
Nevertheleſs I do not find, that theſe Men uſe to be re- 
roached for want of Greek, or Latine, or for any Nota- 
le Defect of Parts, either Natural, or Acquired, Fau- 


ftus Socinus was a Perſon undoubtedly of great Wit and 


Strength of Mind, and of Competent, though not very 
deep Learning ; but his Uncle Lelizs Socinus before 
him, and Crellizs who livea !ome time after Iim, were 
Perſons very we! tocked with both ; and fo have been 
many more (indeed t-0 many) beſides theſe. And 
where the Caſe Ita.ic's thus, I think, what the Poet faid 
of Probit; and Izteeriiy, may very well Ee {a.d of Leary- 
771g aiſo, viz. That it is Comment .c even it an Enemy, 
how much ſoever we may blame him for the 1j1l uſe of it. 
But this Author fpares neither Friend nor Foe, but comes 
like a kind of Hurricano upon his Adverſary, not vouch- 
fafting him fo much as one grain of Allowance, where- 
ſoever he finds (or rather thinks he finds) him Trip- 
ping. And therefore, let him not, of alk Men, com- 
plain that he is hardly dealt with, if with the [ame mea- 
fare, with which he has hitherto meted to others, it b2 mea- 
ſured to him again, 

Accordingly, I ſhall in this Chapter proceed to exa- 
mine his Grammatical, Vocabulary Miltakes. And that F 
may do this juſtly, and without the leaſt ſhadow of un- 
fair dealing, I will firſt ſet down the Table he gives us 
of the Typographical Errata, in the firſt Edition of his 
Book ; that ſo we may diſtinguiſh, what ought to be 
laid at the Priazer*'s Door, and what at the A4:thor?s. 


Tha 
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The Table of Errata prefixed to the Firſt Exition of the 
Vindication of the Bleſſed Trinity, &c. i as fol- 
- tows. 


Age 50. Line 2. read Teexywpnors, P. 51. L. 15. for. 

Corinthus read Cerinthus. P.gz. 1.26. for ſs read s. 
P. 95. L. 32. for h4 read Tres. P. 96. L. 2. for Perſons 
read Perſon, and L. 3o. for the read Three. P. 105. 
Line 5. for whence read whez. P. 155. Line 33. for to read 
700. P. 203. L. 15. for we read He, P. 214. L. 29. for 
Convict read Convinc't. P, 227. L. 16, for World read 


Mord. P. 238. L. 18. delezt. P. 249, I. 18. read Chal- 
lenged. 


This 15a true and exact Tranſcript of the Table of the 
Errata prefixed to that Book, (Whether the ſaid Table 
be True, or no) concerning which, I cannot but ob- 
ſerve, That moſt of theſe Errata are much more eaſily 
Corrigible by an Ordinary Reader {withont any Admo- 
nition) than thoſe that T ſhall mention, and remark u 
on. And I ſhall add further, That, had he but ſaid 
[That theſe and the like Errata the Reader tis deſired to Cor- 
rect as he ſhall meet with them] he ſhould have heard of 
none of them from me ; though T am pretty well fatis- 
fied, and ſo will any Jzdicious Reader be too, that as 
none of them in any probability are, ſo ſame of them 
(as they ſtand here placed in this Book) neither are, nor 
could be any one's but his own. But ſince he has laid in 
no ſuch Salvo, and this ſtands as a full Account of the 
Errata ; and not only ſo, but ſince in the Second Edition 
ſome Faults not mentioned in this Table, are Corre&t- 
ed, while others remain the ſame, or as bad, as in the 
Firſt Edition, there 1s all the Reaſon in the World, _ 

Uu 2 the 


332 Animadverftons, &c. 


A Letter 
ro Anony- 
115, Þ. Is 
Printed 
1683. 


the Author ſhould be charged with that, from which he 
himſelf has thus diſcharged the Prizter. And beſides, 
in the Second Edition of his Book, the Reader is deſired 
to take Notice, that there is no Table of Errata at all ; 
by which we may juſtly conclude, That he reckoned it 
ſo Corred, as to need no further Corrediov. So that 
whar I find there, Tjudge my ſelf, to have all the right. 
that can be, to Account with him for. 

And the rather, for that Ten Years ago he publickly 
declared in Print, That he was reſolved in what he ſhould 
publiſh for the future, to Corret# the Preſs himſelf”; though, 
on my Conſcience, it was one of the unfitteſt Employ- 
ments (next to the Writing of Vindications) that he could 
take to; as, I doubt not, but rhis Chapter will pretty 


_ well ſhew. 


Now the Words, which I intend to Remark upon, 

ſhall be of theſe Two ſorts. 
| + irſt, Such as may be conſidered ſingly in themſelves; 
An | 

Secondly, Such as muſt be conſidered in Conjun&ion 
with other Words, in Sentences and Forms of Speak- 
ing. 

Of the firſt ſort the Reader may pleaſe to take notice 
of theſe that follow. 

As in Page 16. Line 23. I find an extraordinary word 
called 6xTopeoouos©, : The meaning of which I would 
gladly know : For I can no more find it in any Lexicoz, 
than I can in the Table of the Errata: And yet certainly 
it muſt be ſome excellent Word, as having ſtood: its 

round in both Editions of his Book. I confeſs I have 
w apt to think it ſtands for exTopevouei@-; but why 
it ſhould do ſo, the Author (who, no doubt, is a Gre- 
cian in his Heart) may poſſibly give us a good Reaſon ; 

but.1, for my part, cannot.. 
| Such 


- 
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Such another Word we have cloathed indeed in Greek 
Characters, but, by no means, of Greek Extra&tion, 
and that 1s -axalwyopiyor, Pag. 115. Line 11. IT have 
read, I conteis, of axalorouapoy, lignifying innomina= 
bile, or quod nominars non poteit ; and i do not deny bur 
that I find axalwrouaqor allo; and that not only in the 
place here cired out of Greg. Nyſſez, but twice alſo in 
St. Baſii”s Hexaemeron (from whence I quoted it (© 
written,Ch.7.y.192.) ButI very much queſtion, Wherher 
the Word be ſo wrote in other and Ancienter Copies of 
thoſe Father's Works; and that for theſe Two Reaſons. 

Firtt, Becauſe it muſt be derived from the Preterper fet# 
Tenſe wvonapar; and if ſo, then according to the Rule 
of Grammar in ſuch Verbal Derivatives, the Augment 
muſt be thrown away,and the Original Letter retained ; 
as.1N #ygpors ab Tyepoci, ouanopues 4b waxNopai, and 
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conſequently ovoua5 @- ab wropapa: And that orowe- 


5©- with an Omicroz is the Regular and proper Word, 
appears from thoſe Cognate Words fo common amongſt 
the Grammarians, eropapinhF oouaprcy, Neverthe- 
leſs if wrvouep © be admitted, it muſt be by the Arrich 
Diale& ; which very often (eſpecially in Compounds) 
puts an w for ano; aS1In aywueaG and arwvpO, and 
ſeveral other like Words. 

But my Second Reaf3y, why I think the Ancienter 
Editions of St, Baſi/ have it dxaToyouap@- with an Omi- 
cron, 1s, becauſeT find thoſe Lexicographers who write it 
ſo, quote this Word our of that very place of St. Baſi/”s 
Hexaemcron, where now it ſtands wrote axalwouaqer; 
which ſurely proves that they found it not there fo 
wrote then, when they quoted it from thence. But ad- 
mitting that it may be fo wrote, viz.with an as well as 
with an o, yet what does, or can this make for our Au- 


Tuſanu.. 
Conſtantine 


thor's new-coined &xalwyoppoy ? For till there can be 5:eptauu.. 
found” 
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found ſuch Greek Words as drourto and orowitouar to 
derive it from (which none ever y<: Mme: with, nor ever 
will) in vain ſhall we ſeek for dxxlw:opipoy any where 
but in this Author. 

In the next place. fo paſs from Greek Words to La- 

tine, or ſuch at leaſt asare Latizized, T would giadiy 
know, who thoſe Anti-Nicexe Fathers were, who are 
mentioned by him, Pag. 24. Lia. 5. And whether tizey 
were Ariazs, or Novatians; who ( as itakeit ) were 
the grear Oppolers of the Nzceze Conn, But inet, 7 
find, cannot be, ſince our Author tells us, That th. P 
ſons, ſpoken of by him, were of the ſame Fain win th | 
cene Fathers. So that upon that Account, ! © 
think,*it ought to be the Arte-Nicene Fathers, An i 
ſo, I think the Author would do well to take notice, 
that there is a great difference between Arti-Nicene and 
Ante-Nicene, between ſuch as lived before the Council, 
and ſuch as were 22aizſt it. And the more- particular 
and exadt notice ought he to take of it here, ſince (tho? 
the difference be only in an 1oraJhe yet knows what a Di- 
ſturbance this little Letter made in the Homoouſian and 
Homoiouſian Controverſie, even ſo great as to occaſion 
the Convening of this Famous Corzcil. Nevertheleſs, 
that this word Azti-Niceae paſſed for good and current 
with tlus Author, 15 evident from hence, that it 1s (as 
well as ſome others) free of both Editions of this extra- 
ordinary Book. 

Again in Page 105. Lize 8. wearetold.of the Favour- 
ites of ſome Opinions. As to which, I had thought, that 
Men uſe to favour and countenance Opinions, and not to 
be countenanced and favoured by them. And yet the 
Word Fzwvourite fignihes paſſively, and fo mult be taken 
for one who rece:ves favour, and not a#ively for one who 
ſhews it. And therefore if to repreſent any one as the 

Favonrite 
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Favourite of an Opinion be not gun ſence, I know n> 


way, but by ſtriking it out, and putting Favourer ir) the 
room of it, to make it better. 

In Page 106. Lize 16.1 read Intenſioz uſed in the ſame 
ſence with Intention, or Purpoſe ; and T muſt declare, that 
I never found it fo uſed before. 

And in Page 108. Line 31, Tam told of the Council of 
Lateran; and TI wantuas a good while, what Council 
it ſhould be ; for though I had heard of {everal Lateran 
Coxncils, yet T never heard of the Council of Lateran, till 
I met wah it here. | 

Likewiſe I find an Extraordinary Perſon in Page 43. 
Lize 1, named Lucifer Carolitauns, and: was thereupon 
in ſome thonghts. with my .ſelf, whether there might 
have been any place called in former times Caro!iza, or 
by ſome Name like it. But then out comes the Second 
Edition and alrers it into Caralitanms ; which (in my 

or Opiniou) Jooks very ſuſpicioully, as it fome Body 

ad a mind to Correct it, but knew not how. As for 
Lucifer Calaricanus 16 called: from Calaric, now Caghar:,. 
the Metropolis of Sardizia, I have heard much of him ; 
but I will ſuppoſe our Author had ſome Body elle in his 
Eye. And upon this occaſton, I cannot but take notice 
of {>me other riters quoted by him, whom the World 
ſeems £5 muck unacquainted with, as with this Carolita- 
aus. As ior inſtance St. #77 in his Apo, P. 15. at the 
latter end.” And Atva/pinzts in his Vetence of Dr, Sti/- 
ling ficet, Pag. 165, Line 22, And Now: 10 his Kgow- 
ledge nf Carift, Pre 218. Now St Filary indeed, a 
Famous Father of the Church, ar i:i.op of Potdtrers, 
and 4/aſpinerr Archbilbop of rs, Ecainent for his 
Learned Works, and Nozz#s who Wrote a Paraphraſc 
upon St. Joha?s Goſpel, in Greet Verſe, arc every one of 
them known and celebrared by all. Burt as for St;-Hil- 
lary,, 
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 Aary, Albaſpinus and Nonnas, I never heard of them till 
this Author was pleaſed to bleſs the World with theſe 
New Names. | | 

As for Erroniowus inſtead of Erroneons, and ayaiwouyy 
inſtead of «y1wovyn, they are ſmall things, and ought to 
make no difference amongſt Friends, though I have 
known many a poor School-boy forced to Water his Plants 
for a leſs Miſtake. + { » | 

Bur there is a Word of ſingular note, which I have 
met with at leaſt fix or ſeven times in this Book, and 
four times in one Page, viz. 227. and it is Proſopopea, 
which alſo, as well as its Companions has given the Ca- 
talogue of Errata the {lip, and ſo, weathered it out in 
Two Editions: But what to make of it, T cannot tell. 
There is indeed a certain Figure in Rhetorick, called Pro- 
ſopopeia, which I know well enough, but Proſopopea T 
am wholly a Stranger to : And ſurely this Author could 
not mean the Figure Tepowroraie ; foraſmuch as the ' 
ſtrict Literal ſignification of that is —_ Perſone. And 
I cannot imagine how this Author ſhould miſtake about 
this Word (of all others) having had ſo Excellent an 
Hand at the Thizg ſignified by it; as having, I dare fay, 
made more” Perſons than ever God thought fir to furniſh 
the World with. 

And to ſhew the Reader that our Author's ſtore ex- 
tends much further than one Book, IT will preſent him 
with {ome more of the like Rarities out of ſome of his 
other Pieces. 

As firſt in Page 65. of his Anſwer to the Proteſtant 
Reconuicy, he makes mention of Exorciſme, Chryſom, 
Unition, Dipping, Trine Immerſion, &C. as rejected by 
the Church of England. And here I was extremely at a 
loſs to learn what Chryſom was ; and after all my ſearch, 
no Lexicoz could inform me, till at laſt T hir upon a cer- 


tain 
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tain little Lexicon, called, The Bill of Mortality, and 
there I found a Word very near it, as differing from it 
bur by one Letter, which was Chriſom, ſignifying a 
Child that dies preſently after it is born : But then con- 
{idering again, that the Church of Exeland did not declare 
her ſelf to reject ſuch, I was as much at a loſs as ever ; 
till at length ſetting my Gueſſing Faculty on work, I 
concluded, that cormainly it ſhould be Chriſme, which is 
a Greek Word for Unition, as Immerſion is a Latine one 
for Dippizz. And this our Author ſhould have taken 
notice of, for though he quotes it out of the Recoxciler, 
yet ſince he neither re&ifies it, nor refle&ts upon him for 
it, we may very reaſonably ſuppoſe, that he took it for 
good Payment ; and really thought, that it ought to be 
Chryſom as he found it. Otherwiſe he who had been ſo 
quick and ſharp upon him at other turns, would, no 
doubt, have took him upon ſuch an advantage, and 

well-fayouredly expoſed him for ſo foul a Plunder. 
Buttogoon. In Page 209. Lize 13. of the ſame 
Bouk, I find mention of the Qzadrigefizral Faſt, And 
this put me as much to a ſtand, as the other, to imagine 
what kind of Ft this ithould be. For the neareſt and 
Iikeſt Word I could derive it from, was Qzaar:iga, figni- 
fying a Coach, Cart, or Wazggou, And accordingly as 
the Jews had their Feaſt of Weeks, and of 1 avernactes, 
{ſo I did not know, but the Pap:/ts, or ſome Chriſtians 
like them, might have ſome Fa/?, called, The Fait of 
Coaches, or Waggons ; and might poihbl7 give it that 
Name from its being carried on with the Diſcipline of 
the Whip and the Laſh, as Coaches and Wazgons uled to 
be. This ConjeQture, I ſay, I made with my ſeif. For 
I concluded, that this Author cou:d not mean it of the 
Lenten-Faſt ; for that is called Quadrageſima, or Fejun:ium 
Quaarazeſimale, and iflues from the Numeral Qzadragin- 
X X ta, 
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74, and fo is quite another Thing from this Quadrigeſi- 
»ial-Faſt ; which I cannot find inall the Rebrick of our 
Church ; though perhaps when thoſe Excellent Perſons 
ſpoken of, Apology, P. 5. Line 20. have finiſhed their In- 
tended Alterations of our Rabrick, we ſhall find it there 
t0O. | | 

In rhe next place, let us paſs to ſuch of his Words as 
ſtand conjoyned with others in Sentences, or Forms 'of 
Speaking. And here let us firſt of all conſider his abſurd 
uſe of that form of Expreſſion [as I may ſo ſpeak] which 
he has at leaſt Twenty times in this one Book : Now the 
proper ule of theſe Words, is to beſpeak excuſe for that 
which they are joyned to, as for ſomething rhat is /egex- 
dam cum venia, and containing init a kind of Catachreſis, 
or at leaſt ſome Inequality, ſome Defect or other in the 
Expreſſion, with Reference to the Thing deligned to be 
expreſſed by it. And this, Tam ſure, 1s all the true and 
-proper Reaſon aſſignable for the uſe of theſe Words [2s 
{ may ſo ſpeak.] - But this Author applies and uſes them, 
even when he pretends to give the propereſt and moſt 
Literal Account and Explication of Things, and ſuch 
an one, as 15 not only better than all others, but even 
excluſive of them allo, as the ozly True Account that can 
be given of them. As for inſtance, where he affirms 
Self-Conſciouſneſs to be the True and only Formal Reaſos 
of Perſonality, and Mutual-Conſciouſneſs to be the ſame 
of the Unity of the;Divine Nature in the Three Perſons, 
he uſhers it in with thoſe Words [as I may ſo ſpeak] Page 
56. Line 6, 7,8, &c. Which (according to what he holds 
about theſe. I'wo Terms) 1s all one, as if I ſhould ſay, 
God 1s an Infinite, Eternal, Almighty Being (as I may 
ſo ſpeak) and Lodis the Creator and Governour of the 
Worid (4s I may /o ſpeak) and Man isa Rational Crea- 


ture, having Two Eyes, Iwo Arms, and Two Legs; 
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I may fo ſpeak) all which is egregiouſly Abſurd and Ri- 
diculous. And the more ſo ; for that this very Author 
reproaches one of his Adverſaries (whether Owen, Bax- 
ter, Lobb, or the Reconciler, T cannot at preſent remem- 
ber, but the Thing I perfe&tly do) for uſing the like 
Expreſſion [as 1 may ſo ſay,] with great ſcoft and ſcorn, 
telling hum thereupon, That certainly zo Man had ever 
more need of (ſ9 ſays) than he had, Now for my own 
part, I think this Aathor's [ſo ſpeaks] are every whit as 
bad and contemptible as his Adverſary's [/o ſays] unleſs 
he can perſwade the World, That a Man may: ſpeak an 
Abſurd thing much more excuſably than he can /ay zt. 
To this we may add ſome more ſuch Abſurd Expreſ- 
ſions. As for to that in P. 55. Line 26, where he 
ſays, That the Three Divine Perſons are ſo United to: each 
other, as every Man is to himſelf, In which Words, be- 
ſides the falleneſs of the Propoſition ; it being impothible 
for the Three Divine Perſons to be ſo United to each o- 
ther, as to be but One Perſoz, which yet every Mar ts, 
we ought to note alſo the Abſurdity of. the Exprefſion. 
For all Vnioz, or Unition, is Eſſeatially between two 
things at leaſt ; ſo that unleſs the Maz be Oze thing, and 
himſelf another, He cannot be ſaid zo be United to Him- 
ſelf. He may, perhaps, be properly enough ſaid to be 
Ore with Himſelf; but to lay, That he is United to him- 
ſelf, is unpardonable Nonlence. Again, in Page 85. 
 Line8. Hetells us, That the Infinite Wiſdom which is 1n 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is [ Identically the ſame] 
which 1s as much as to ſay, That a Man is Wiſely mie 
Honeſtly Honeſt, Learned!y Learned, and the like : For 
though I know what 1t 1s to be perfettly, or abſolutely the 
ſame ; yet to affirm any Thing, or Perſon to be Identi- 
cally the ſame, 1s an Idle, and a Nauſeous Tautology. 
Likewiſe in Page 182. Lize 19. He tells us, That God 
8 XÞ 1 iutercedes 
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intercedes with no Body but himſelf. Concerning which 
Form of Speaking, I muſt obſerve, That when the 
Term [But] is uſed as a Particle of Exception, it im- 
plys the Thing, or Perſon excepted from others, to be 
of the ſame kind, or, at leaſt, condition with the reſt, 
from which it was excepted. And therefore, unleſs 
God were a Body, it can with no - 47%, nyc of Speech be 
ſaid, That God intercedes with no Body but himſelf. So that 
this alſo muſt paſs ior another Blunder. With the like 
Abſurdity he tells us in Page 124. Line 15. Where there 
are Two diſt init and divided Operations, if any of them can 
att alone without the other, there muſt be Two divided Na- 
tures. Now it is a Maxime in Philoſophy, and that ſuch 
an one, as, T think, ought to take place in Grammar too, 
That Aionis non datur Aftio, And accordingly if the 
Reaſon of Things ought to be the Rale of Words, then to 
fay, That an Operation Atts, or Operates, is extremely 
Senceleſs and Ridiculous. 
But to proceed, he has a way of promiſcuouſly ap- 
plying ſuch Words to Thires as are properly applicable: 
to Perſoxs only, ſuch asare [who] and [whoſe.) As for 
inſtance, he tells us of the Being of a Thing [who/z] 
Nature we cannot conceive, Page 6. Line 11. And in 
the ſame Page, Line 23. We may know (ſays he) that 
there are a great many things [whoſe] Nature and Proper- 
ties we cannot conceive. And in Page 7. Line 18. It is fo 
far from being a wonder to meet with any Thing [whoſe Na- 
ture] we do not underſtand, &c.. But is this Sence, or 
Grawmar ? Or does any Man ſay, Reach me that Book, 
{who ies there] or that Chair [who ſtaras there ? ] No, 
certainly, none who underſtands what proper ſpeaking 
is, would expreſs himſelf ſo. And moreover (to ſhew 
that he can ſpeak of Perſoxs in a Dialect belonging onl 
to bare Things, as well as he did of bare Things in words, 


proper 
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proper only to Perſons) he tells us of a Sox produced out 
of the Subſtance of [its Parent] inſtead of 5s Parent, 
Page 257. Line 19: which is a way of ſpeaking every 
whit as improper and abſurd as the other. In the next 
place he has a cuſtom of joyning a Verb of the Szz2u/ar 
Namber with a Noun of the Plural, and ſo wice wers42. 
As there is Three Gods, inſtead of, there are Three Goa, 
Page 2. Lize 9. And the Nature of mot things [are] ve- 
ry dark and —_— inſtead-of [zs ſo] Page 6. Line 20, 
which alfo is ſo Ungrammatical that it would not be en- 
dured in a School-Boy ; it being as arrant a Soleciſm in 
Exgliſh, as Homines currit, or Socrates diſputant would be 
in Latize, Likewiſe he often uſes the Particle [then] 
inſtead of [than] as, The Scripture teaches more [then] 
Natwral Reaſon does. Pag. x48. Line 19. And a more 
Glorious Authority [then] he exerciſes himſelf, Page 173. 
Line 28. This, I fay, is familiar with him, but withal 
exceedingly Abſurd, Improper, and not Ergliſh. For 
[thez] 1s a Note of Time, but [thaz] is a Note of Com- 
pariſon, importing a greater or kfler degree of that. 
Thing wherein the Compariſon is made 5 and is com- 
monly joyned with the Words /ooxer, or rather, but al- 
ways with ſome word or other, denoting. the Compara-- 
tive Degree of a Thing. As, ſach an one has more or lets 
Strength, or Wiſdom [than] another. And I will Die 
ſooner, or rather [than] I will do ſuch a Thing, or the- 
like. Butno Man who Speaks, or Writes true Exg/:ſh, 
will uſe theſe two words indifterently. But I miſt not 
omit that Notable Paſſage, Page 119. Line 25. where he 
tells us, That there is wire Puogws wants Cvepyeics Twas 
$1aPoexy oy Ocoryri, Thele are the very words, and as 
they ſtand (though in conjunction with 'Two or Three 
Exgliſh Words to complete the Sentence) do in my Opi-- 
nion, carry much of the Air of a Solecifin upon —_— 

Q: 


24.2 Antmadverſrons, &C. 


ſo that according to the Conftruttion of them here, if ir 
had been for my Life, inſtead of ſaying, There is mz 
I1z$o2%y, T would have ſaid, There is. Tis $iaqoes, and 
{o have joyned true Greek and Exgliſh together. 

But there is an extraordinary Paſſage in his Book of 
Judgment, Chap. 2. Sed. 1. p. 164. of the laſt Edition, 
(which ſhould be the moſt corre&) and I was doubting, 
whether I ſhould chargeit upon his Ignorance, or his 
Infolence ; but both of them play their Parts very re- 
markably in it. For firſt he makes a moſt falſe, 11lite- 
rate, and abſurd Tranſlation of a Verle, or rather part | 
of a Verſe in the New Teſtament, and then reproaches 
the received Tranſlation, as wrong, and very faulty, 
for rendring it otherwiſe. The place 1s in 2 Pet. c.2. v.4. 
& 999 Jeos ay Yyiawr 3x epacalo GAAK GHexis Copy Tapla- 
pwoa; Tapiluxey «5 xefow TEapnpſues. In which he con- 
{iders only the words cagzis Cops raplepwors, dividing 
them from the reſt of the Sentence, vis. rapiSwxey es 
Xetow Telnpnuerss, and by that means from the Yerb in 
this /atter part of it, which ſhould govern che Nour in 
the former ; thereby making caexi; to be governed not 

| by rapid wner (as 1£ ought to be) but molt falſely and 
Ungrammatically by raplapwoas, and io he renders o«- 
exis Copy Taplapwoas, caſting HR, Viz. the Apoſtate 
Angels, down into Chains of darkzeſs. And this interpre- 
tation he builds partly upon the pretended Reaſon of the 
Thing here diſcourſed of, and partly upon the ſignihca- 
tion of the word Teplzpsy, but upon both of them very 
abſurdly. From the Reaſon of the Thing he argues, 
that if Taplapwoas ſhould {ignite the Apoſtate Angels 
being caſt down into Hell, how could they be ſaid upon 
Senrence paſſed upon them at the laſt Judgment, to be 
then caſt into Hell, if they were there before? To 
which the Anſwer is very eaſe and obvious, That im- 
mediately 
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mediately upon their fn they were caſt down into, and 
kept in thoſe lower Regions catled raplap®., or Hell 1o- 
call;, but not caſt into Heil-Torments, till the laſt Judg- 

ent has paſſed upon them ; ſo that with full accord 
both to Scripture and Rezſon we are to diſtinguiſh the 
place of Hell, where they now are, from the Jad?cial pe- 
aal 1 orments of Hell, which they ſhall be adjudged to, 
and endure in that place hereafter ; as we diſtinguiſh 
the Priſon wherein Malefactors are kept,from the execu- 
tion which they are there kept for : As indeed this Text 
with great ſignificance alludes to both : So that his Ar- 

ment from hence falls tro nothing. His other Reaſon 
1s from the ſignification of the word raplepsy, which he 
affirms to ſignifie oz1y to ca5t dow. Bur on the contrary, 
I muſt here rell him firit, That raplapsy does not als 
import the ACt of caſting down, bur (being derived 
from Taplep@-) ſignifies allo the Term ad quem, or the 
Place, into which this caſting down is. And I refer 
him to all the Greek Lexicographers (not one of them 
excepted) whether they do not render Taeplagyw by iz 
Tartarum detrudo, dejicio, or precipito ; and it ſo, how 
can oagexis poſhbly here agree with Taplapwaas; for if 
| TeplazpQO. be the Term ad quem of the Act, how can oa- 
| ext be ſo too; ſince one ſingle Act can have but one Ul- 
| timate Term ad quem? And even this Man himfelf does 
not allow Teplzp@- and ozexis to be one and the ſame 
thing. And betides this, 1 mult tell him furthes, That 
if oaexis 1importe] the T:rm, Thize, or Place, into 
which God caſt cown the Apoltate Angels, it ought not 
to have been cacti; raplapyan:, but «s caegs; foral- 
much as the motion of calting down, importing a Loca! 
deſcent to ſomething, the Dative Caſe cannot in true 
Grammar anſwer it. 
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And therefore the old Letize Verſion makes caent 
to import, not the 'Termz to which, but the Inſtruments 
or means by which theſe Angels were thus brought 
down, rendring the Text thus, Radentibus Inferni de- 

trattos in Tartarum tradidit, &c, which, as 1t is not 
ſtrictly a Trax//ation, but an arbitrary Paraphraſe, ſo it 
isa very forced and unnatural one too ; as importing not 
a caſting but a drawing dowa theſe Angels into Hell, In 
which caſe, who muſt be the Perſon drawing them ? 
For ſince God (to whom Taplepwous does and mult here 
agree) ought to be conſidered by us as in the Higheſt 
Heaven, how can this drawing dowz be applyed to him, 
which, in the Nature of it, ſuppoſes the Perſon draws 
to bein that lower place, to which he 1s drawing others ? 
For all 7radion is a motion of the Agent forcibly bring- 
ang ſomething to himſelf, but Trſioz a motion by which 
he removes or forces ſomething from himſelf. 

It is clear therefore, that according to all the Rules 
of Grammatical Conftrudtion, and proper ſpeaking, o«- 
exic cannot be governed by raplapaces ; and that, there- 
tore ſomething elſe muſt be ſought for to govern it, 
which can be nothing beſides rTapiS\wxey, And then 
the whole Sentence will be properly and plainly tranſla- 
ted thus. Taplapwoxs [God] having caſt or thruſt thens 
[viz. the Apoſtate Angels] down into Hell [or the Lower 
Regions] rapiSurey oaeuts Copy, delivered, or put ther: ine 
to Chains of darkneſs, Telnpnpypvs ets nega, kept, Or reſer- 
ved to [or for] Judement. And this is ſence and pro- 
priety of Speech, agreeable both to the Natural Sigitt- 
cation, and the Grammatical Syntax of the Words, But 
the Tranſlation ſo imperiouſly and 1gnorantly given by 
this Man (in correction of that of the Church) is agree- 
ble to neither. For it both divides one part of the Sen- 
tence from the other, from which it muſt not be divid- 
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ed, and then makes oaeei; to be governed: by replzpw- 
oz, Which cannot govern it, and quite cutting it off 
from TapiSwxey, Which alone can. 

And now, ought it not to be matter of Amazement 
to all Men of Senſe and Sobriety, to ſee a Puny, who is 
not able to maſter three words of Greek, preſume to con- 
troul ſuch great Maſters of that Language, as the Tran- 
ſlators of the New Teſtament into Ezg/;ſh undoubted[! 
were ? Nay, and thereby to refle&t upon the Churc 
her ſelf, which has received and owned this Tranſlati- 
on, and to whoſe Judgment and Authority (if he be ſo 
nearly related to her, as he pretends) he ows ſo great 
and filial a Deference ? Let him rather inſtead of corre- 
Qing the Exgliſh Tranſlation (a Work which he was 
never born for) thank God, and the Tranſlators for it ; 
there being few Men living more beholden to it than 
himſelf. And therefore leaving his forlorn Criticiſme 
(as new every whit as his Divinity) to ſhift for it ſelf ; 
I, for my part, like my Ezg/iſh Bible, for his diſlike of 
any part of it, better than before. For I can by no 
means ſee any force or conſequence in this Argument, 
viz, That becauſe this Author is much better at quoting 
a Greek Sentence than at conſtruing it ; therefore the Ex- 
liſh Tranſlation of this Text in St. Peter is a wery bad 
Tranſlation : T ſay, Tcannot admit, or yield to this Con- 
ſequence. | 

And thus I have preſented the Reader with ſome of 
this Author's Ways and Forms of Expreſſion, which 
Grammarians call Loquendi Geaera, From all which, ac- 
cording to the ſingular skill he has ſhewn in this ſort of 
Learning, it 1s to be hoped, that as he has already bleſt 
the World with a New Divinity and Philoſophy, ſo he 
will in due time oblige it with a new Grammar too. 
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And great need (as we ſhall preſently ſee) there 
ſeems to be of ſuch an one. In order to which, I ſhall 
mention but one more of this Author's Pieces. And 
that is a Book, Intituled, 4 Defence of Dr. Stilling- 
fleet, &c. 

In the beginning of which, there is a Table of Errata 
prefixed, that fills almoſt a whole Page ; ſo thatT verily 
thought, that it had ſo clearly carried of the whole 
Crop, as to leave no Gleanings behind. Nevertheleſs I 
ſhall preſent the Reader with this ſmall Spici/egium of 
what TI gathered up after it ; not mentioning any one 
Word that ſtands Corrected there. 

In Page 53. therefore, and Lize to. Hetells us of a 
Counterfeit Ep:thite ; but what that is, I do not know. 
T have indeed often heard of an Epithete from the Greek 
EF3Se1Gs and EaSelor, lignifying guid appoſitum aut adje- 
um, and imports properly, an Adjective joyned to a 
Subſtantive, and giving the Subſtantive a Denomination 
accordingly. But as for this Author*s Ep:thite, it may, 
for ought appears, ſignifie ſomething to ſtop Botzles, 
For as tor any other Signification (that I know of) it has 
one. - | 

In the next place, Page 64, 65. he quotes Baxter for 
an Expreſſion uſed by him, v:z. of ſuch People as talk 
through a Window on the Weſt-end of Moore-Fields ; and 
calls it Mr. Baxter*'s Elegant Paraphraſes for Madmen. 
But here (beſides the we wr of Paraphraſes for Para- 
phraſis, which is only one Number put for another) our 
Learned Author muſt give me leave to tell him, That 
by this Paſſage, he ſeems not to underſtand what a Pa- 
raphraſis means. - For a Paraphraſis, or Paraphraſe (to 
put it into Ezg/i#þ tor his ſake)ſignifies properly a Tran- 
ſlation of ſome Writize, with Additions and Enlarge: 
ments to 1lluitrate and Explain rhe ſence of it, and is 
therefore 
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therefore uſually called Liberior Tranſlatio. Tn which 
ſence we read of this ar that Paraphraſe upon the Pſalms, 
and Eraſmus's Paraphraſe upon the New-Teftament, and 
the like. So that unleſs the Mad-mez here ſpoken of, 
were a certain Book, or Writing, and Mr. Baxter*s 
Words concerning them, an Explicatory Tranſlation of 
the ſaid Writizg, this Great-Good Man could not pro- 
perly call them a Paraphraſe. But what muſt we call 
them then ? Why truly the forementioned Words might 
be properly enough called a Periphraſis, or Circumloca- 
tio (whuch, being ſo like the word Paraphraſis, might 
ealily deceive a Man who cares not what he Writes) 
and whe it is ſo taken, it is a certain Figure in Speech, 
whereby we expreſs a Thing by ſeveral Words, which 
otherwiſe might, and, for the moſt'part, is expreſſed 
by one. As Sophroniſci filins, is a Periphraſis for Socra- 
tes, and the Man who Conquered Pompey the' Great, is a 
Periphraſis for Julius Ceſar; and ſo to bring the matter 

. home to Mr. Baxrer's Inſtance ; that forementioned Ex- 
preſſion of, Mex who talk through the Windows at the Weſt- 
ead of Moore-Fields, 1s a proper Periphraſis for Mad- 
en, But as for a Parapiraſe upon Madmen, I leave it to 
this wonderful Perſon, to make a Paraphraſe upon any 
Man, (whether Mad or Sober) if he can. 

Likewiſe-in Page 112. and the laſt Line, he fells us, 
out of Catviz*s Epilties of a Publica precum formula, Con- 
cerning which, though I muſt confeſs, that I do by no 
means aſpire to be one of the Number of this Author's 
Excellent Perſons, who were for alter:ng onr L_ or 
Publick Form of Prayer. Yet, if it were expreſſed b 
Publica precum formula, I ſhould be one of the foremo 
who ſhould defire that Precam might be altered into 
Precam. In the mean time, why ſhould any one who 
had read but a Page in Calvin, qunte him for ſuch a 
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—_—_) as could nor poſſibly drop from ſo Learned a 
Pen ! 

But it would be endleſs to deſcant particularly upon 
all this Author's New-found Latine, and Proprieties of 
Speech. And therefore to ſet them down briefly as they 
olfer themſelves. In Paze 122. in the Quotation in the 
Margin, the Reader will find a moſt choice word, v:z. 
Conſcionator, not to be met with in any ſuch puny Au- 
thor as we commonly call C!affick, but cited by him in- 
ſtead of Corcionator out of the 57th Canon of our 
Charch; which, I muſt tell him, 1s not an ordinary ſlip, 
but a foul fumble, attended with 'T'wo more in the ſame 
Quotation, viz. Sque for Siquz, and a lefſer one, which 
is Urrum, for Utram; for that is no greater than the 
difference of a Noun from an Adverb, which, we 
know, is below a Perſon, Paramount to all rule, to take 
notice of, Though by his good leave the Church of 
Ezeland both Writes and Teaches better Latize to ſuch: 
as arediſpoſed to learn it. 

Again in Page 139. inthe Quotation on the ſide, we 
have theſe Words cited out of the third Book of Optatus 
Mileuitanus, Recordamini quomodo a wobis jamdudum 
Matris Eccleſie membra diſtracta ſunt, non enim [ Unum- 

uamque demum] ſemel ſeducere potuiitis, Of which Paſ 
bow I muſt confeſs I could make neither Sence nor 
Grammar, till conſulting the Author himſelf of Alhaſpi- 
ae«:s Edition, inſtead of Unumquamque demum, I found 
it Unamguamque Domum ; which, no doubt, is an admi- 
rable Various Lection (of which this Author ought to 
have the Glory) upon the Text of ſuch a Father. But 
this is not all the Blunders which this fruitful Sentence 
affords us; there being yet another, viz. reced:t for reſe- 
dt ; and that ſuch an one as utterly perverts the ſence of 
the Author, who ſpeaks here. of ſome who _O__ 
| ome 
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ſome who remaized iz the Communion of the Church, op- 
poſing them in this reſpect to one another ; as, Aut ivit 
uxor, aut reledit maritus, aut Parentes ſeducti ſunt & filit 
ſequt xoluerunt, aut ſtetit frater migrante ſorore, &c. Thus 
the Father here ſpeaks; bur, pray, what oppoſition 
could there be between azt i2it uxor aut recedt maritus, 
any more than there is between goizg away and dopart- 
ing ? Beſides, that all the reſt of the Verbs running in 
the Preterperfect Tenſe, this muſt needs do fo too, or 
make a very groſs fault in the Conſtru&tion : So that this 
1s an Illiterate Perverſion of the {ence of this Father. Up- 
on which, as well as upon other occaiions, I look upon 
this as the only ſure Rule of deajing with this Author's 
Quotations, viz. To trsft them no turther than one cax 
ſee them in their Originals. 

In like manner, Page 178. in the place there quoted 
in the Margin out of St. Cypriaz”s 55. Epiſt. (and not the 
52d.as this Author there miſtakes 1t)we meet with theſe 
words, 4 Coepiſcoporam ſuorum Corpore & ab Eccleſie Uni- 
tate [ diſciſſerit : ] But the word in St. Cyprian 1s (as it 
ought to be) deſciſcerct, from deſciſco to fall off ; be- 
tween which, and the other word uſed by this Author,, 
there is a wide difference, de/ciſceret being a moſt pro- 
per Latize Word, but 4/ciſſerir ſo far from Proper, that 
it 1s not {o much as Latize. 

And in Page 187. Lize the laſt, we find & oporors 
for 6» okovoic, Which makes the whole Period neither 
Sence.nor Greet, Again, Pare 188, Line the laſt but 
one, we have this Patſage, /zacte annon dicantur martys' 
res, ſed aliquid [Alm] dit rereantur ; which being 
there put for A/zud, is a dcerynright Soleciſm. And laſt- 
ly, in Page 198. in the Quotation in the Margin, we 
have thoſe remarkable words, Simiarum more, [qui] 
cam homines non ſint, homines tamen imitantur ? Which 
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is another Soleciſm every whit as bad and ſcandalous as 
the former. | 

Now all theſe Words and Paſſages, I aſſure the Rea- 
der, as they ſtand in the Authors, from whence they are 
quoted, carry a very different face, from what this Wri- 
ter has given them ; which ſhews, that whenſoever the 
words of the Fathers are tranſcribed into any of his 
Books, they are quite out of their Element, For amongſt 
them (as they ſtand here) there are ſome ſuch vile 
faults, or rather ſuch clamorous ſins in Grammar, that 
ſhould a Schoo/-Boy tender anExerciſe to his Maſter with 
but Two or Three ſuch in it, he would ſoon find him- 
ſelf very roundly and ſeverely took up for them ; and 
that perhaps more ways than one. , But Haxds that car 
reſtore diſpoſſeſſed Princes, may Write any Thing, and 
Authorize what they have Wrote,by their very Wr:it#izg 
it. For otherwiſe, the Truth is, the Latize, which 
the forecited Pailages are dreſſed up in, ſeems a ſort of 
Providential Latine, as being above all Rules and Laws 
of Speaking and Writing whatſoever. 

- As for faults about Accents, ſuch as are yoeepy m1 ypn- 
pa for voregy Ti, Ic. Vind. P.1o2. Line}. And ovyywper 
for ouyywpe, Page 113. Line 2. of the Quotation 11 ch2 
Margin, and the like, they are too numerous for me to 
trouble the Reader with. But this I deſire him to take 
notice of, upon the whole that has been produced by 
me, That as none of the forementioned Faults are in 
the Table of the Errata; ſo ſome of them in the firſt 
Edition of his Vizd. Tri. ſtand Corrected in the ſecond; 
as SetuSai, Page 115. Line 1. of the Quotation in the 
Margin of the firſt is Corrected into Saxydgai in the ſe- 
cond : And opovoiv, Page 121. Lize 21. in the former, 
is changed into owozoie, 1n the latter. And therefore 
according to the old Maxime, That Exceptio firmat Re- 
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gulam in non Exceptis, it is to mea ſufficient proof, That 
{ince this Author Corrected ſome Paſſages, and not 0- 
thers, which yet need correcting as much, if not more, 
it was, becauſe Hz Acateneſs did not ſee, that theſe laſt 
needed any Corredioz at all: And in ſuch a caſe ſome 
are of Opinion that where the Words eſcape it, the Au- 
thor himſelf ought to have it. | 

But becauſe ſome perhaps will hardly be fatisfied 
with ſo General a Charge without an Allegation of 
more Particulars, I ſhall here give the Reader a Cata- 
logue of this Author's Greek Errata in the 2d Edition of 
his Vindication of the Trinity (which ſhould in Reaſon 
be thought the moſt corre) together with their Cor- 
re&ion confronting them. 


Greek Errata. Correction. | 
Nogepy Ti xypnua Notes» Ti xpnue Pag. 102. 
dxsy | are CQuotat, 
2y cijat &v ful 
A ES 2 
EY ET EV") EOMen " EV ECjMEY 

Punctum interrogatioais poſt zowey pro Semicol. 
TEAGEQy OO THAGaGY 
"Owovotov tp1v "Owovoroy bw Pag. 107, 
bad txelav End eyelet Is, 
001% YT1QS 
arYpurO. iv avIpwras ty 
av yas L ay YEA 
ay ytAQO £51 ayers bay 
PunQtum interrogationis poſt Zy pro Semicol. 
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Greet Errata. 
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Greek Errata. Correttion, 
amappzArnxiO. 4 T%exrnacilO: _ 122, 
0pouTiolns 0 (4020 10THs ibid, 
"Auln gy "Auln 3p Pag, 123, 
Anya Aoya Quotat, 
#54 6&9 
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Now all theſe Errata, one would think, make up a 
jolly Company to rendezvous together inthe compaſs of 
leſs than half a dozen Pages of an Ezzliſh Book ; a Com- 
pany fit for our Author to march 'Triumphantly in the 
Head of. 

But I fhall hold my Reader no longer upon this Sub- 
jet,how diverting loever it may be ; this being enough 
to ſatisfie any Rational Perfon, how unitt this Sian is to 
upbraid ary one ith mer of Greek, or Latine :*Fhongh 
had Lin my Arit yeruſet of his ſeveral Picces forefeen 
this my {Zng2gcrent with Tum, I night and would 
have preſented my Reader with a more complete Colle: 
tion of his Greek and Eavrame Elegancies, For T had not 
gone far in the Reading of him, but I found the: Blows 
come {© thick and faſt upors poor Pr:ſciaz, that, to pre- 
vent downrizke Blood-fhed, ſtill as I drew near to a 
Latize Quotation of any tength, I prefently adviſed 
him as a Friend to-gee- out of the way as faſt as'he 
could. MELT On | a : 

And now, if cither he, -or any one elſe for tim, ſhall 
pretend to {light and deſpiſe thischarge, and teil me that 
the Faults and Miftakes here gliedged by me, are {af 
Thiazs; fo, ſay I, is the point of a Dagger too ; bur 
for all that, it may ftab a-Man to the Heart; and, I 
think, it matters nat how {mall the Thing 1s, which 
wounds a Man's Credit, if it chance to bleed to Death 
of the Wound. Burt there are ſome Things -in the 
World, the Kzzowledege of which ſeems but ſmall, bur 
the Temorance of them 1s not ſo. And certainly of all 
Men living, ſuch as will be Writers, eſpecially provok- 
icg, Inſulting Writers, -are concerned to tread tenderly, 
and to take every ſtep with the utmoſt Caution, where 
they donor find a Grammatical Battom firmunder them. 
For my own part, I dare account nothing ſmall, or de- 


{picable, 


Crarerer X: 
ſpicable, which may either do a Man a great miſchict, 
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or is neceſſary to prevent one. "The firlt ſtep in any 
Aſcent may be reckoned but a low and a mean thing, 
nevertheleſs there 1s no getting to the top without it. 


As the Grear St. Baſil himſelf 


tells us, That nothing is to be flight< 


ed, or deſpiſed by ſuch as are to be 
injtrutted and led into the knowledge 
of. Things. For if a Mai (lays 
he) /ooks upon the firſt Elements as 
[ ſrnall inconſiderable Things] (the 
word by which ſome are pieaſed 
to call the Rztes and Ceremontes of 
our Church) whez will ſach a Oze 
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be able to attain to the Perfection of Wiſdom and Learn= 
ing f -:. | - [+ WE 
"And ſo I ſhall cloſe up the prefent Subje& with this 
Note, That St. Pauls School is certainly an Excellent 
School, and Sr. Paul's Charch a moſt Noble Church; 
and therefore, I think, that he direCts his Courſe:'very 
prudently, and happily-too, who.in his Paſſage.to fuck 


. 


a Cathearal, takes ſuch a School in his way. * © 
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In which is given ſome Account of this Author's 
Temper and inſolent way of Writing, as well in 
Extolling himſelf, as in Depreſſing and Scorn- 
ng his Adverſaries; mm both which he has not 
his Parallel. 


ſharp ſoever on both ſides, and juſt on one, there 
is ftill a Duty, which every Man ows both to Decenc 
and to Himſelf, always obliging him to utter only ſuc 
things, as may become him to ſpeak, whatſoever his 
Adverſary may deſerve to hear ; yet, as to the Adver- 
fary himſelf, 1t is, no doubt, a courſe juſtifiable beyond 
all exception, to take- ones meaſures of Treating him, 
from the meaſures he has allowed himſelf of dealing 
with others. And, as I hope, for my own, and the 
Ehurches ſake, to acquit my felf as to the former part 
of the Rule, fo let my Adverſary take his lot as to the 0- 
ther. For I doubt not but to fatisfie the World, (were 
it not ſuperabundantly, from his own Writings, ſatisfi- 
ed already) That he is a Perſon of ſuch an inſufferable 
Infolence both of Style and Temper, that all, that he 
has met with inthe foregoing Chapters, has by no means 
paid off his Scores. In all lus expreſſions concerning his 
Antago- 


| rw in all Conteſts and Controverſies, how 
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Antagoniſts, he is infinitely ſcornful ; and not only fo, 
bur very often alſo, extremely ſpiteful and malicious. 
For what but the height of ſpight could make him in 
his Vindication of his Caſe of Allegiance tax his Learned 
Adverſfary, as an Epicurean axd an Atheiſtical Ridiculer of yiy, Caſe, 
Providence, only for maintaining, that-the Paſſages and &c. p. 5. 
Events of Providence are not the Rule, which God will +25 
have us govern our Actions by ; but the Precepts and 
Prohibitions of his Law ? And what, but the ſame ma- 
lice, could make him inſinuate that the ſame Author was 
inclined to Popery and an Infallible Taterpreter, only for 
ſaying that one Text of Scripture was obſcure and much 
coutroverted? Which yet St. Peter had ſaid of many Pa/- 
ſages of St. Pauls Epiſtles, x Pet. 3. 16. and yet without 
giving any wiſe Man the leaſt occaſion from thence to 
think that he was then providing an Argument for: the 
Terfallibility of his ſuppoſed Succejſor. And Laſtly, what p;uv. ca 
but the bittereft Rancour could make him charge his p. 45. a4 
Adverſary, as if he had compared the ſwearing Allegi- "199i 
ance to K. W. and Q. M. for the great and notorious Im- 
piety of it, with the Villanies foretold by the Prophet of 
Hazael ; only, becauſe he had told Him, that as Hazael ; 
had changed his mind ;, (notwithſtanding his confident O- 
pinion of himſelf to the contrary ;.) ſo had this Author 
zoo ? For who bur one of equal Virulence and Ignorance,,,, .-,,. 
would have ſtretched the compariſon, which reſpeRed cj, &c. 
only the changing of Minds, to a Compariſon as to the P-79-1-10- 
merits of the Cauſe, which it had no relation: to at all? 
Indeed no more than that Reply of Hazael, Is thy Ser- + 
vant 4 Dog ? Was delign'd to convince the Prophet, That 
he had not four Legs, and not rather only to clear himſelt 
from ſuch a curriſh and belluine temper of mind,as thoſe 
AQtions foretold of him muſt needs imply ? And I ſup- 


poſe, 
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poſe, when a certain Perſon ſpeaking of the New Oath 
to a certain Biſhop, ſaid, Lord, I will be Crucified be- 
fore I will take this Oath, His meaning was not, that he 
thought the taking it more Painful and Tormenting than 
a Crucifixio, but that he had a greater unwillingneſs to 
rake the one, than to undergo the other. And yet this 
was this Author's way of Treating a very Worthy 
Man, an old Acquaintance, and a fair Adverſary.” T 
am not at all concern'd to eſpouſe or abett the Cauſe de- 
fended by that Learned Perſon. Bur this I do, and ever 
ſhall averr, That there is a Js Bell, in theſe Contro- 
verſial, as well as in Military Conflicts, and conſequent- 
ly an obligation to Truth and Juſtice and common Inge- 
nuity even inthe exerciſe of the greateſt Hoſtilities. But 
this Maw's uſage of his forementioned Adverfary is not 
more Senſcleſs and Illogical, than Dilingenuous, Barba- 
rous, and Uncliriſtian, And ſo let the Reader take rhis 
as a Specimen of his impotent Spleen and Malice. After 
which, let us ſhew him in his next good Quality, his 
Tzſolence ; and firſt in that Branch of it, which concerns 
his wonderful Opinion and Applauſe of Himfelf. 

As to which, we ſhall firſt of all ſee him (as we have 
in ſome degree -{hewn him before) preterring himſelf 
before all the Fathers, as »zuch happier iz: giving an explica- 
tion of the Trinity than they were; and this, in ſuch a 
fleering ſcoptical way, ({coptical I mean as to the F:- 
 thers, but highly Commendatory of himſelf) that -it 
would even turn ones Stomach to read his fulſom Ex- 
preſſhions. For he tells us, (and that with the moſt pro- 
tound humility, no doubr) p. io. /. 1. &c. If that ex- 
plication which I have given, be very conſiſtent with, nay, be 
the true Interpretation of that account the Antients give of a 
Trinity in Unity, T hope it will zot be thought an unpardona- 
| | ble 
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ble Novelty, if T have expreſſed the ſame thing in other 
Words, which give us a more clear and diſtintt apprehen(i3 
of it, &c. And again, p. 126. /, 2, I hope this is no fanlt 
aeither, to give an Intelligible explication of that, which all 
the Fathers taught, but were a0t equally happy ia their explie 
cation of it, No; for his comtort, no; to excel and 
outdo all the Fathers (if a Man can do it) can be no 
{ault at all, Bur before this be allow?d him. 1 do here 
require him to name and produce me but on2 (who ac- 
knowledgesa Trinity) in the whole VWorid, beſides his 
own modelt /c/f, who ever preferrd his explication of 
the Trinity for the Happizeſs ard Tetelligrbility of it, be- 
fore that given by the Fathers. T lay, let him produce 
me ſo much as one affirming this, if he can. So that, 
in ſhort, the Compariſon here frands between the Fa- 
thers, and tiis Author : And we fee the Prehemineiics 
given him above all the Fatners by the ſole and ſingle 
Tucement of oc Defdor, and that Pottor is Himſelf: 


| Nay, and (which 15 more) to put rhe matter pait all 


Compariſon between 1m and thein for the furure, He 
tells us (as was alſo obſerved betore in my 7h. Chan- 
ter) That the Fathers weither knew how to ſpear Der O7# 
Lhouhts of the Trinity, nor ingecd fo much as to concetve of 
# arizthr, by reafon of the grofineis of their Tmaginations : 
Whereas, if they had (as he adds) 6b:t conceived. of it, and 
expreſſed themſelves about it, 2+ he vas aont, all would hawe 
been plain, eafte, and iatellizivic, And as for Gregory 
Nyſſez, (from whom he had Quoted more than from all 
the reſ{t.ot the Fathers together) he gives him a caſt of 
his Temper at laft, z. 115. /.5. and ſends him away 
with this rap ever the Pare, 7 hat he could not tell what to 
make of him and tis Reaſonings; for that, in his Jon 

he 
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he deflrojed all Principles of Tndividuation. And in this 
manner we have lym Pluming himfelf, clapping his 
Wings, and crowing over all the Fathers ; for which, 
and his quarrelſome domineering Nature together, 
moſt think, it 15 high time, that hi Comb were cut, 

In the next place, let us ſee what Elogics he beſtows 
upon himſelf for his Atchievements in the Socizian Con- 
troverſte, Concerning which he teils the Men of that 
Perſuaſion, That after his Vindicatwon of the Trinity 
He believes they will talk more ſparingly of Aoſurdities and 
Contradictions for the future. pag. 153. But, why, 1 
pray ? Is it becauſe this Author has got the Monopoly 
ot them, and engroſfſed them all to himfelf ? And that 
therefore the Laws will be very ſevere upon ſuch as in- 
vade his Praperty ? For, as for any other Reaſon, they 
have none, that I know of, to zalk more ſparingly of Ab- 
ſurdities and Contradittions, than they uſed to do, ha- 
ving ſo many more, out of his Writings, to talk of, ? 
than ever they had before. But he proceeds, and clo- ; 
ſes his Work with this Trwumph over his Antagoniſt | 
(and in him, I ſuppoſe, over all the reſt of that Tribe) | 
pag. 272. That he is pretty confident, that he will never be | 
able to reaſon to any purpoſe in this cauſe again, As for his | 
confidence, none doubts of 1t ; but as for his Predidtor, | 
if he proves no better a Prophet in what he here forerels | 
of his Socizzan Opponent, than in what he foretold of : 
that Learned Perſon, who anſwered both his Caſe of 

Vin. Caſe Allegiance, and his Vindication of it. viz. That if he 

P+ the 1sſt. would but well examine his Arguments before he anſwered : 
them, he ſhould expett to hear no more from him: And if j 
withal this Soc:z:az be but able to handle him at ſuch a 7 
Rare, as that cloſe Reaſoner has done, I dire under- 
rake for him, that he ſhall go out of the World the 
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moſt baffled Perſon, that ever lived in it. But why, 


(for God's ſake) muſt the Sociz7ans Reaſoning AbilitiesSe #is 
ry his great Lord and Patron has given ſo high, ſo, 5%. 
1gnal, and ſo peculiar an Excomium of ) all of a ſuddaini John 14. 


fail them, upon this Author's Publication of his Book ?P: 74+ 7% 


What can the meaning of this be? Why the meaning 
of it is this. Hic wir, hic eft, &c. according to the 
words by which Virgil pointed out Auguſtus Caſar. 
This, This, is the Man, This is that Incomparable, 
Mighty, and cr yo Divine, who has wrote more 
convincingly and efteCtually againſt the Socinians, (if 
you will believe him) than all, that ever wrote againſt 
them before, put together. For notwithſtanding all 
that has been wrote by thoſe great Men, who from time 
to time have appear*d in this Controverſie, the Contro- 
verſie is {till alive, and the Socizians continue writing 
and reaſoning ſtill : And even by this Author's confeſſi- 
on (once at leaſt) zo ſome Purpoſe. For otherwiſe how 
could he ſay of his Socizian Adverlary, That he would ne- 
wer be able to reaſon to any purpoſe in this cauſe again, it he 
had never reaſoned fo at all ? But ſo far are the Socinians 
from being put out of Countenance, and much leſs ont of 
Heart, by what this Man has wrote againſt them, That 
T aflure him, they look upon him as an Opponent accord- 
ing to their Hearts deſire; as having play'd a fairer 
Game into their hands than ever was dealt into them be- 
fore: So that next to their wiſhing all che World their 
Friends, they wiſh they may always have ſuch Adverſa- 
ries. And therefore if they ſhould reſolve to reaſon 4- 
gainſt him no more, he will have great cauſe to thank ei- 
ther their Inadvertency for over-looking the great ad- 
vantage given them, or their good Nature for not ta- 
king it. For the Book called by him, a Vindication of the 

Aaa Trinity, 


; 
L 


Sy + ”: - 


1 


262 Animadverftons, &C. 


Trinity, is certainly like a kind of Pot or Veſſel with 
handles quite round it ; turn it which way you will, 
you are ſure to find ſomething to take hold of it 


by. | 

And the truth is, upon a ſtrict impartial comparing 
of things together, I cannot ſee any new Advantage 
that he has got over the Socza7ans, unleſs it be That he 
thinks his Three Gods will be too hard for their Oe. 
And perhaps it is upon Preſumption of this, Thar he 
diſcharges that clap of Thunder at them in his Preface, 
where he tells us, That having dipp*d his Pen inthe Vi;;- 
dication of ſo glorious a Cauſe, by the grace of God he will 
never deſert it, while he can hold Pex in haud. Tn which 
words, methinks I fee him ready Armed and Mounted 
(with his Face towards the Weft) and brandiſhing his 
Sword aloft, all wreaking with Soc/n7az blood, and 
with the very darts of Js Eyes looking his poor foroor- 
fer Friends through and through. For in good earneſt 
the Words ſound very terribly to theſe Men ; but moſt 
terribly of all to the Article it {elf : (which 1s like to ſuf. 
fer molt by his YVizaicatioa :) For thus to threaten that 
he will never leave oft vexing it as long 4s he can hold Per 
ix hand, (which, Idare ſay, will be as long as he can 
tell Money with it) This, I fay again, ſounds very 
dreadfully. 

Nevertheleſs, as fierce and formidable as theſe words 
may repreſent him, he has yet, like a merciful Enemy, 
very great reſerves of compaſſion. For otherwiſe how 
come ſo many Sociziaz Picces wrote againſt him to lie 
{0 long unanſ{wered ? He has indeed lately wrote an 4- 
pology for writing again#t the Socinians ; but where is the 
Apology for writing 1n ſuch a prevaricating way againſt 
them ar firſt, and for never writing againſt them ſince ? 

For 


- 
: 
& 
5 
. 1 
K 
> 
[ 


; 
þ 


EE 


CHAPTER XI. 363 
For has he loſt his daring Polemick Pen ? Or has he witia 
loft the ſe of his Hizd? Or has he run himſelf ont of £99. 
Breath ? If this laſt be his caſe (as by ſome Aſthmatick ofmurt- 
"—_— one would think it is) he will do well to call £-#*, who 


in his old Friend, and Defender, the Foot-man, to cforſooth) 
ſecond him : Eſpecially ſince the Contention, whichia Defence 
now ſeems moſt likely to be, is, who ſhall rayon 
faſteſt from the Enemy, and keep furtheſt from gainſt the 
Him. Papilts. 
In the mean time I wonder that in the mannage of 
this Diſputation, he does not take the ſame courſe that 
other Learned Men in the like caſes uſe todo. For he 
frequently taxes his Adverſary with Fallacies; telling 
him that this is a Fallacy, and that is a Fallacy : But why 
does he not expreſs to his Reader, what the particular 
Fallacy is ? There being no Sophiſm or Fallacy incident 
to- Speech or Argumentation, but what falls under one 
of the Thirteen reckoned up by Ariſtotle. 
Moreover,while he is Animadverting upon theHiſtory 
of the Unitarians, he will, I believe, hardly get clear of 


a ſcurvy lapſe in that Hiſtory himſelf. For concerning 


theExpoſition given by the Soci#4ars of that Text in the 
3 Job 13. where our Saviour tells the Jews, That he 

came down from Heaven, He writes thus : Dz4 Socinus 
find it ſoeafie & Thing to reconcile this Text to his Darling 
Opinion, when be was forced to Faſt and Pray for it, and 
#0-pretena Revelation becauſe he wanted Reaſon to ſupport 
zt ? viz. That Chriſt before he eatred on his Prophetick Of- 

fice, was taken into Heaven to be inſtrufted in the Goſpel, 
and then came down from Heaven again to publiſh it to the 
World, pag. 143. l. 19. &c. Now, the Perſon here 

{ſpoken of, and intended by this Author, muſt needs 

have been Fanſtus Socinms, and TI believe he will not pre- 

Aaa 2 tend 
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tend that he meant any other ; which being ſuppoſed, 
This Remark of his will appear to have been a very 
great miſtake. For neither was this the Text, about 
whickthis Praying and Pretence of Revelation was, (for 
Faſting is a word of this Authors putting in: ) nor was 
Fauitus Socinus the Perſon who did any of theſe Things 
upon this occaſion. But the Text was that in Johz 8. 58. 
Pei 'ACexcu yitaai eye api And the Perſon of whom 
this was pretended, was Lelizs Socinus the Unkle of 
Fauſtus, who interpreted this Text to this ſence, Arte- 
quam Abramiss faitus fuerit Abrahamus ; that is, from the 


Father - 4 the Faithful encloſed within the Church of the 


See ths Jews, ſhould become the Father of the Faithful diffuſed 
ys ry through many Nations, Chriſt was to preach his Go- 
Bijhop © {pel to the World ; and by ſo doing enlarge the Church 
Pearſon from the limits of one People, to all Nations throughout 
jo #-/*-the World. So that to the words 3y ec you are end 
cle of tie x08 to ſupply the words pos xoope, importing Chris 
Creed, Þ Enlightning the World by the Publication of his Dottrine. 
bo fo aro, This was Leliws*s Interpretation of this Text, which 
together with the Interpretation of the firſt Chapter of 

St. Johz were the Two Scriptures, which he firſt ſet up 

with, for the founding of his new Hypotheſis. Which 
explication of the Text (as it was indeed very forced 

and unnatural ſo) Eraſmus Johannis, in his Diſdunacion 

with Fauitizs, cryed ſhame of it in theſe Words, Fatesr 

me per omnem vitam non mags contortam Scripture Inter- 
pretationem audiviſſe ; ideoque eam penitus improbo, To 

which Fanſtus, who had a much difterent Opinion of it, 

replys. Cum prinum [| fatendi ] verbum in tuis Scriptis 
animaduerti, ſperabam te potins faſſurum nullam in tud vita 
Scripture Interpretationem Te auaiviſſe, que hac fit aut 

acutior aut verior, queque magis divinum quia ſapiat, & a 

Deo 
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CHAPTER Xl. 365 
Deo i»ſo patefaitam fuiſſe pre Vl ferat. Ego quidem' cert: 
20a leves conjetturas habeo, illum (viz. Lelium] qui pri- 
11s etate noſtra eam in lucem protulit ( hic autem ts fair 
qui primus quoque ſeutentiam de Chriſti Origine, quam ego 
conſtanter defendo, renovavit) Precibus multis ab ipſo 
Chriito impetraſſe. Hoc profetto affirmare auſim, cum Deus 
z1l; viro permulta aliis tunc temporis incognita patefecerit, 
U1x quicquam inter ills omnia 4 quod Interpretatione hac 
arvinins videri queat., Socinus in Refutatione Arg. 4. 
Eraſmi Johan. p. 505. Col. 2. Edit. Fratram Polonor. 
Tom. 2. : 

But as this may fatisfie the Reader that the foremen- 
tioned place in Joh 8. 58. was the Text, for which this 
Praying and Pretence of Revelation is ſaid to have been, 
and conſequently may ſuffice to ſhew this Author's 
Blunder ; fo I ſhall yet further ſhew, that the other Text 
in Fohz 3. 13. concerning Chriſt*s coming down from Hea- 
ven, was not accounted by Socinzs of ſo difficult an In- 
terpretation, as to need thoſe peculiar Methods of Prayer 
and Revelation for the Diſcovery of it, as this Author 
has been pleaſed to affirm. And this will appear from 
theſe words of Socizus concerning it. Poſtquam ex Ma- 
ria natus et, incelo, antequam moreretur, revera eſſe po- 
tuit ; nec ſolum potuit, ſed (ut ita dicamus ) debuit.. Si enim 
homo ille Paulus Chriſti ſeruus ad Tertiumuſque Calum an- 
te mortem raptus et, nullo paito nobis veriſimile eft Chriſtum 
zpſum ante mortem in celo non fuiſſe. And, a few Lines 
after, ſpeaking of the ſame again with reference to 
St. Paul's having been taken up into the third Heaven, 
he thus diſcourſes. Certe Chriſtus (iz quo fine ull4 men- 
ſari rerum omnium Divinarum cognitio, ut fuit,. ſic eſſe de- 
buit, quin ibi (VIZ. incelo) per aliquod Tempus antequam 
munns celeſti dotfrina vomines imbaendi ſibi a Patre manda- 
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tum publice ſaſciperet, wverſatus fuerit , nullo modo dubi- 


tandum widetur. Soctaus in Reſponſione Priore ad Pare- 
neſim Andree Volani, 'Fomo 20. Fratram Polop. p. = 
O 


Col. 2. By all which we fee, that Socirus was fo far 
from apprehending any d:Aculty in finding out this 
expoſition of the "Fext, 'That he affirms it was zzllo 
pacto weriſtmile, There was zo likelyhood that it ſhould 
be otherwiſe, & aullo modo dnxbitandum, that no doubt 
coutd be made, but it was and oz2ht to be fo. Which 
furely are not forms of expreſſion, to ſhew the difh- 
culty of conceiving, or finding out how the ſaid 'Fhing 
could be to. So that this is a manifeſt miſtake in this 
Author ; and let him ſer it off with never ſo much 
brow and- confidence, yet no doubr his Socimian Ad- 
verfaries defpife him for it fufficiently. And the 
Truth is, one would im all Reafon imagine, that to 
the Anſwering the Fi/tory of the Unitarians, a little 
more knowledge of their Hiſtory would have done no 

hurt. | | 
" But after the many ample and extraordinary Elo- 
gies he has paſſed upon himfelf for his Writings, me- 
thinks it is fomething Pleaſanr to ſee him in his Cozt7- 
uation of the Defence of Dr. Stillingfleet, p. 121. /. the 4. 
&c. ftrutting himſelf in theſe words, 1 am no Arch- 
biſhop yet. Which ſhews what his moft early thoughts 
ran upon, and what his Modeſty would be at from 
the very firſt. For otherwiſe, the purpoſe of the 
place, where this comes in, had been fully ferved by 
ſaying, 1 for my part am no Arch-biſhop, nor expect to be 
one, But the addition of that little word yet was very 
ſignificant, and ſhews, that out of the Abundance of his 
heart his mouth ſpoke. For though indeed he preſently 


adds, And' I very much ſuſpef? I never ſhall be one, yet 
thoſe 
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thoſe words were put in only ad frangendam invidiam, 
and to qualifie the fulſome arrogance of the firſt expreſ- 
ſion. Howbeit in that he ſpoke his mind, in this he 
fences againſt an Inconvenience ; in that we have ax 
account of his Natare, 1n this only a Copy of his Couns 
texazce. And, I queſtion not, but by this time his 
pretended ſuſpicion is paſſed into a contrary expeQta- 
tion, and that the Deazry of Paul's begins to make him 
think himſelf Heir apparent to Caztervary. And there- 
fore no wonder, if while big with fuch Thoughts, 
ſpeaking in his Apology of Dr. Halzs and Hzm:/e!f, he 
{ſets himſelf before Him, p. 29. in theſe- words. He 
( viz. The Melancholy jad iy ) concludes with an hea- 
wy charge upon my ſelf, and Dr. Wallis. By which, T 
ſuppoſe, he would have Dr. Wallis know his proper 
place. Though I muſt tell him, that not only com- 
mon Modeſty , but alſo the common Cuſtom of the 
World , makes wiſe Men whenſoever they mention 
themſelves with others , place themſelves laſt. And fo 
it might have become this Author too, eſpecially ſpeak- 
ing of himſelf in conjunction with ſuch an one, as 
Dr. Wallis, who was a Perſon of Fame and Eminence, 
while this Man was learning his Grammar ; if ever 
he was ſo. SZ 2-5 

But to proceed, and paſs from his applauding himſelf 
to the other Branch of his Arrogance, im: his feornful 
undervaluing all ſuch as write againſt him, or differ 
from him, (though yet no more, nor in any other 
Thing, than in what his Worſhip had Jiftered from 
himſelf), We have him in the 4th. paze of his Preface 
to his Caſe of Allegiance, calling ſuch as in their Wri- 
tings could not fall in with his 1454 ſentiments about 
the New Oath, Little Writers. Concerning whom j | 

mu 
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muſt tell him , that it is often with Writers, as it is 
with Books; Amongſt which there are many Lzztle 
ones, that exceed the worth, and outhve the Reputa- 
tion of much Greater. If indeed number of Pamphlets 
makes a great Writer , this Author is in no danger of 
being accounted a Little One, But as there is ſich a 
Thing, as multum in parvo, o there is alſo Parvum in 
»ulto ; and He who will digeſt the trouble of Reading 
this Authors Writings, will need no other Argument 
to prove it ſo. But as for thoſe excellent Perſons, whom 
he firſt lights, then challenges, and afterwards flies from, 
by never replying upon them, I would have lim know, 
that the World has already paſt it's judgment both up- 
on them and him too: and therefore I would adviſe 
his Haughtineſs for the future to forbear calling his An- 
_— Little Writers, till by his Anſwers he has made 
them ſo. 

-"- diſcovery of his rude , undecent way of 
treating ſuch as he writes againſt, is the Language he 
has beftow*d upon a certain Writer , a Nonconformiſt 
indeed, but yet a Man of Learning (as a much greater 
Man than this Author has found by experience) whom 

Mr. Alſop.he calls a Trifling Scribler , who underſtands little more 
than Qaibbles and Jeſts; Charging him withal with 
Pertneſs and Folly to complete his CharaCter, p. 15. of 
his Preface to his Defence of Dr. Sr:llingfleer. And in 
the 12. page of the Book it ſelf, and the five firſt lines, 
He repreſents him under the name of the Inquirer , as 
one, who cannot underſtand plain and familiar ſenſe ; nor 
carry the Connexion of three or four Sentences together, 
Very civil Language indeed , becoming a Scholar, a 
Divine , and a well-bred Man, to a Perſon who had 
not in the leaſt provok'd Him. For my own part, I 


have 
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have no knowledge of the Man,but from his Writings ; 
and upon the Stock of that knowledge have ofcen won- 
dred, that one ſo able to humble this Reviler, would 
take ſuch groſs Reproaches at his hands. | 
- But the Truth is, when I conſider (as I noted firſt in 
my Preface) how patiently our whole Clergy has hi- 
therto ſuffered him to call them Foo!s and Hereticks, by 
charging all thoſe, as ach, who concur not with him in 
holding the Three Divine Perſons to be Three diſtinct In- 
finite Mizas, or Spirits (which, I dare fay, not one of ' 
them held at the time of his uttering this Lewd Re- 
proach) I fay, when I conſider this, I have cauſe to 
{urceaſe all wonder, that any Private Man ſhould ins. 
dure this Inſolent Hef to inſult over him in ſuch a man- 
ner. Burl ſhall inſiſt no further upon this maſter-piece 
of his Scurrility, having in ſome meaſure accounted 
with him for it already. Only Iſhall add this, That as 
it is beyond Example marvellous that any one ſingle 
Member of a Church ſhould preſume to load all the reſt 
with ſuch a charge, 1o it 1s yet a greater marvel that all 
ſhould bear it. | 
It would be endleſs to ſet down all the dirty Ruff that 
has flowed from his Bi/;zeſgate Pex, But to repeat and 
bring together ſo much as we have taken notice of, the 
Reader may be pleaſed to bear away in his Memory ſuch 
Expreſſions, and Appellations as theſe, viz. Epicareay, 
and Ridicaler of Providence, Popiſhly inclined, and looking 
towards an Infallible Interpreter, Diſaffeted to, and a flan- 
derer of the Government, Little Writers, Fools and Here- 
ticks, Errant Fopp, Trifling Scribler, ſbamefully Ignorant 
' and Impudent, Fit to be ſent to School again, One that un- 
deritands little elſe but Jeits and Quibbles, One that cannot 
underſtand plain and familiar ſenſe, One that underſtands 
Bbb neither 
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neither Greek nor Latine, and the like. Theſe are the 
choice Embelliſhments of his Style. But above all, that 
beloved word, Nonſenſe, is always ready at hand with 
him; and out it flies at all Perſonsand upon all Occaſions. 
And hardly can he write three or four Pages together, 
but, right or wrong, he throws it in his Adverſary?s 
Face. One would think ti:ar he was Born with the 
Word in his Mouth, and that it grew up with him from 
his Infancy,, and that in his very Cradle he Cryed Non- 
ſenſe, betore he could Speit it. 

But to check this ungovern*d Humour of his, in thus 
uſing this word at all Adventure ; Let me tell him, that 
it is both a very rude, unmannerly Word; and moſt 
commonly, as applyed by him, a very falſe Charge. As 
for the rudeneſs of it, ſince he owns himſelf a Soz of the 
Charch of England, I think he would be much his own 
Friend, if he would remember the Reprimand given 
him by his old Acquaintance and Antagoniit Dr. Owen ; 
 whoin his Vindication, &c. p. 72, having, upon occaſion 


of fome of his profane Scoffs, called him Goodly Sox of 


the Church of England ! Immediately —_— That he 
intended it not as a Reflexion upon the Charch it ſelf, but 
only to remind this Man of his Relation to that Charch, 
Which (he there ſays) to his Kowleadge, taught better 
Learning and better Manners. In the next place, as for 
the falſenefſs of the Charge in his uſual application of 
this Word, I would have him know, That the Charge 
of Nonſenſe does not properly lie againſt every one who 
aſſerts a falſe Propoſition, or is guilty of a miſtake. For 
Nonſenſe is not properly oppoſed to ftrict Truth, but to 
fuch plain and manifeſt Truth as is obvious to Common 
ſenſe. For Truth oftentimes lies deep, and abſtruſe, and 
requires a more than ordinary fagacity to —_— 
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fetch it out ; which that low Pitch of Reaſon, which 
we call Common ſenſe, cannot always do, For in Di- 
{courſe a Man may be ſometimes miſtaken in laying his 
Foundation or Principle, and yer be very Clear and Ra- 
tional in the Conſequences he draws from it ; and ſome- 
times he may fail in drawing Conſequences from a True 
and well-laid Principle ; in both which caſes, the whole 
Diſcourſe is certainly Falſe and Inconſiſtent : Neverthe- 
leſs (according to the common acception of the Word) 
this cannor be calied Nozſenſe. It may indeed be called 
Error or Miſtake ; which is a weakneſs cleaving roo 
cloſe to Humane Nature, for any one of the ſame Na- 
ture to reproach another for ir. Burt on the contrary, if 
every Thing, that 1s nor ſtrict Demonſtration and cer- 
tain [7uth, muſt paſs for Nozſexſe, I fear, it would 0- 
verlay whole Volumes, and not only prevent the 2d. 
3d. and 4th. Edir:ozs of many Books, bur ſhrewdly alſo 
endanger the Sale of the F:rjt : Eſpecially if 2d. and 3d. 
by the unlucky eſcape of ſome ſcatrering Copies, ſhould 
clonne a!l to appear 1n the ſpace of Three or Four Days, 
As in the tirit Publication of a certain Book Entituled, 
The Caſe of Allegiance, &c. it fell out. But great, no 
doubt, is the Art of Beſtowing ſeveral Title-Pages, im- 
porting divers Editions, upon Books of one and the ſame 
Impreſſion : And may ſerve to teach the World, what 
a fruitful Thing the Preſs 1s, when impregnated by the 
Prlifick Gears of fome Writers; and that (when it is 
for the credit of any extraordinary Book and it's Author) 
it can bring forth four, five, or ſzx Editions of it at the 
ſame time. Which certainly is a moſt Ingenious Cor- 
trivance ; but whether it were the Aathor's or the Book- 
ſelr's, is a Queſtion ; though ſome think, 1t uſes to be 
done by a kind of Mutzal-Conſciouſmeſs berween both. 
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But to returirto the Point in hand. According to the 
common ule of the Word No#ſexſe, He, who Diſcour- 
| ſesof Things obvious to the ordinary Apprehenſions of 

Men, with groſs and palpable Contradi&ions of one 
thing to another, or with a plain, manifeſt Incoherence 
of one nart of his Diſcourſe with the other, that Man is 
properly and juſtly chargeable with Nozſeazſe. And let 
thoſe (in the 'Name of Sezſe and Reaſoz) take it to 
themſelves, who have moſt claim to it. : 

But becauſe the beſt way of Uluſtrating Things 1s by 
example. TI ſhall aiſo take this courſe here. Thus for 
inſtance. For any one to own a "Thing for a great and 
facred Mſtery (the very Notion and uſe of the word 
Myftery importing ſomething Hidaen and Abſiraſe) and 
at the ſame time to affirm it to be very Pain, Eafie and 
Trtelligible, is Noaſeaſe. To ſay, That in Men Xpowleage 
and Power are Commenſurate; nay, That Kpowledge is 
Power ; ſo that whatſoever a Maz knows how to ao, he is 
by vertue thereof alſo able to ao 7, 15 contrary to the 
Common Senſe of all Mankind, and conſequently Noz- 
ſeuſe. Toſay, A Beaſt is a Perſon, and yet to lay with- 
al, That a Perſon and an Tatelligent ſubſtance are Terms re 
ciproca!, 1s both Nozſeaſe, and Contradiftion too, with a 
Witneſs. To affirm, That a ſpecifical Unity can maire any 
Thing or Perſon Numerically Oxe, is Nonſenſe. To aftirm, 
That there are tio diſtinct Reaſons and two'dijtinef Wills 
in each Man, angyhoſe as really diſtintt, as if the ſame Man 
had Two diſtin Souls, is Nanſeaſe. And to aftirm, That 
the Body(which 1s utrerly void of any Intellectual Power 
or Faculty) #s conſcions to all the Didtates and Commanas of 
the Will, 15 groſs and inexcuſable Noxſexſe. So that 


whereas this Author (according to his mannerly way) | 


charges lus Adverſary with aniztelligible Nonſenſe,p.227. 
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|. 6. it muſt needs be granted, that he has much the ad- 
vantage of him in this Particular ; ſince all muſt acknow- 
ledge that his own Nozxſeaſeis very Intelligible, 

And here I could eaſily dire&t him where he may be 
{upplyed with ſeveral more ſuch Inſtances, as thoſe 
newly alledged ; but that T think theſe may ſuffice for 
the Purpoſe they are produced for. In the mean time I 
would adviſe him for the future to uſe this rude Word 
more ſparingly, and cautiouſly ; and to apply it only 
where the generally received way of ſpeaking applies 
it : And now and then alſo to caſt his Eye upon his own 
Writings. Theſe things, I ſay, I would. adviſe him 
to; and to conſider withal, how unreaſonable and un- 
juſt it 1s, for him to beſtow about the Word io freely up- 
en others, while he keeps the Th:izg to himfelt. 


GA F. 


1974 * - Animaduerfions, &c. 


CHAP. XI. 


Containing a Brief Review, and Concluſion of 


the whole Work. 


] AM at length:come to a cloſe of that Work, which 
* I ſhould much'more gladly have been Prevented, 
than engaged in, 'by being-a Reader, rather than the Au- 
thor of a Reply to this Man's ſtrange, unjuſtifiable In- 
novations upon this great Article of our Religion. But 
it is now a conſiderable Time that the Book, here Ani- 
madverted upon, has walked about the World, with- 
out any publick Control ; And though in private Di- 
ſcourſe generally cenſur*d by ail, yer, (as to the Point 
undertook by me) hitherto Anſwered by none ; which 
may well be Matter of Me/ancholy Conſideration to all 
Hearty Lovers of our Church, and Ancient Chriſtiani- 
. Whereas, I dire ſay, had this Heterodox Piece 
been wrote and publiſhed in a Language underſtood by 
Foreigners, we ſhould long ſince have had ſeveral Con- 
futations of 1t ſent us from abroad ; and probably not 
without ſome ſevere Reflexions upon the Exg/iſh Church, 
and Clergy, for their ſilence in a Cauſe, which ſo loud- 
ly called for their Defence. To take off therefore this 
-Reproach from our Church (in ſome degree at leaſt) T 
have (while others, far more able to Defezd it, chuſe 
rather to fit fill and exjoy zr) ventur'd to ſet my weak 
Hand to the Vindication of a Principal Article of her 
Faith, 
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Faith, againſt the rude Attacks of this bold Undertaker. 
In which, though I freely own, that all, that has been 
done by me in if, is extremely below the Dignity of rhe 
Subject, which I have employed my ſelf in, yer I am 
well aſſured that I have fully and effeQtually anſwered 
this Man ; and if it ſhould prove otherwiſe, I muſt a- 
{cribe it to a peculiar Misfortune attending me ; ſince 
none beſides, has hitherto wrote againſt him, but has 
confuted him, In the Work T have here preſented the 
Reader with, I have examined and gone over all that, I 
conceive, requires either Anſwer or Remark ; and that 
according to the following Method and Order, -which I 
{hall here briefly ſet down. <4 

I have, in the firſt place, laid my Foundation in the 
Explication and State of the Senſe of the, Word My#ery ; 
which I ſhew, in General, ſignifies ſomething Corcealea, 
Hidden, or Abſtruſe in Religious Matters ; and amongſt 
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Chriſtian Writers not only that, but ſomething alſo nei- 


ther D:ſcoverable nor Comprehenſible by bare Reaſon : 
According to which, I ſhew, that this Author's frequent 
affirming, that his Hypotheſis and Explication of the 7 77- 
zity rendred the Notion thereof very Plain, Eaſie, and 
Intelligible, was utterly incompatible with the Myſteri- 
ouſneſs of the ſame. I ſhew alſo upon what abſurd 
Grounds he ſtated the Nature of a Contrradidiop ; ac- 
cording to which, joyned with another of his Afertt- 
ons, I ſhew, That no Man could be juſtly charged with 
Contradidtion, though he diſcourſed never ſo incoherent- 
ly and falſely upon any Subje& whatſoever. From 
hence I proceeded to conſider the Ancient Terms con- 
ſtantly received and uſed by Coancils, Fathers, and 
Schoolmen, in ſpeaking of the God-head and Trinity, 
which this Author in his Book had confidently and a- 


» Vowedly condemned, as 07ſcaring and confounding Men's 
Notions 
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Notions about theſe great Matters ; and upon a diſtin&t 
Explication of each of them, I ſhew the Propriety and 
ſingular uſefulneſs of them, both againſt all lis Excepti- 
ons, and above thoſe other Terms, which he would 
needs Aubſtirute in their Room : And under the {ame 
Head, I laid open rhe ContradiCtion of his indication 
and his late Ap9/o2y to one another, as I had done before 
in my Diſcourſe about the Nature of a Myfery. From 
hence I paſſed to his New Notions of Se/f-Confciouſneſs 


_ and Mz:aal-Conſcionſneſs ; in the ſtrength of which two 


Terms he pretended to make a Trinity in Unity a plain, 


(5 eaſie, and intelligible Notion ; nay lo very plain, as to ſolve 


all Difficulties avout it ;, thele being his very words. And 
as he pretended Self-Coxſcionſneſs A be the fora! conSti- 
zaent Reaſon of Perſonality Univerſally, both in Beings 
Create and Uncreate, T firſt Demonſtrated the contra- 
ry in Created Beings ; and that both from the general 
Reaſon of Things, and from Two manifeſt In!tauces ; 
and withal examined and confuted ſeveral extremeiy ab- 
ſurd Propoſitions, and Aﬀertions advanced by him con- 
cerning Perſozality. From this I paſſed on, and proved 
that neither could this Self-Copſcionſneſs be the formal 
Reaſon of Perſonality in the Divine Perſons, ſhewing 
the impoſſibility thereof by ſeveral clear and unqueſti- 
onable Arguments. And 1n the next place, with the 
ſame Evidence of Reaſon I proved, "That Matual-Coz- 
ſcioaſneſs could not be the Ground or Reaſon of the Uni- 
ty or Coaleſcence of the Three Divine Perſons in one 
and the ſame Divine Nature ; and all this upon known, 
allowed Principles of Philoſophy, as well as Divinity. 
And ſoI Naturally went on to the examination of that 
monſtrous Aſſertion of his, by which he holds and af- 
tirms the Three Divine Perſons to be Three diſtin& 1-- 


finite Minds or Spirits ; which I ſhew unavoidably and 


irre- 
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| irreiraggbly inferr'd them to be Three Gods ; It being 
impoſſible for the God-head, which is eſſentially Oze 
ſingle Infinite Mind or Spirit, to be multiplyed into three 
diftin&t Infinite Minas or Spirits, without being multi- 
plyed into as many Gods. This Opinion of his, I ſhew, 
was eaſie enough to be confured ; But for all that, I muſt 
here add further, that for the inſufferable Scandal of it, 
it 15 much fitter to be ceaſured by a Convocation, though 
even he Iumſelf (ſince Joh Goodwin and Hugh Peters 
are gone oft) ſhould be Prolocator of it. Aﬀter this, 
ſince he had the Confidence to vouch his Hypotheſis for 
the conſtant Dotrine of the Fathers and the Schools, T firſt 
proved it quite otherwiſe in the Point of Se/f-Conſcionſ- 
eſs,and in his Aſſertion of 'Three diſtin Infinite Minds ; 
For the latter of which he quoted T hree or Four Fathers, 
and Oe Sentence out of one School/man, viz. P. Lombard 
(which, one would think, was far from proving it the 
conſtant Dottrine either of the Fathers, or the Schools ) 
and yet even theſe very Quotations, I ſhew were no 
more to his Purpoſe, than if he had alledged them to 
Yove that twice Three makes I'wenty. And as for 
Self-Conſciouſueſs, which is one of the T'wo main Bran- 
ches, or Members of his Hypotheſis, he does not pro- 
duce, nor ſo much as mention one Father or School-maz 
in the behalf of it ; ſo exact is he in proving his Do@rize 
the very ſame with Theirs. And then, 1n the next place, 
for the proof of his Mutual-Conſciouſneſs from the Fathys 
and School-men, TI have diſtinctly conſidered his Allega- 
tions for it, and forming them into Arguments (ſuch as 
the matter would afford) found them the ſaddeſt woful- 
leſt things to be called by that Name, that perhaps ever 
appeared in the World, ſince Argumentation was in 
uſe. And to complete his excellent and peculiar way of 
Arguing from the Fathers (for not ſo muchas one Schoo!- 
Cece 77187 
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47 is Cited in favour of —— — ) his whole 
buſineſs, I ſhew, was to reproach the Fathers as neither 
able to conceive rightly of the Trinity, nor yet expreſs 
themſelves Properly and Intelligibly about the ſame; and 
all this, becauſe they neither conceived of it, nor ex- 
preſſed it, according to his Terms and Hypotheſis, 
which yet he affirmed ro be the Conſtant Avowed Sexti- 
- ments of thoſe very Fathers ; though (God help rhem, 
poor Men) they were not ſo happy, as to know it. And 
this, I hope all the World will acknowledge, to be a 
moſt extraordinary way of proving a Thing from the 
Authority of the Fathers, by thus repreſenting them as 
a Company of Dolts, who neither knew how 70 7hizk or - 
ſpeak, as they ſhould, upon the ſubje&t which they were 
profeſſedly treating of. Upon which Head, having fi- 
niſhed my Anſwer as to the main Point I firft engaged 
in, I proceeded to mark out, and Animadvert upon ſe- 
veral of his Paradoxical Abſurd Afﬀertions, both in Di- 
vinity and Philoſophy. And I did not only alledge them 
for fuch, butalſo by the moit commonly received and 
_ current Principles of both, effeCtually proved them 
fuch ; and I refer it to any Man of clear and impartial 
Senſe, upon a ſurvey of the Particulars there diſtinQtly 
examined and remarked upon, to paſs as Judge between. 
this Author and my ſelf, whether the Proof falls at all 
ſhort of the Charge. Next to which, becauſe of his 
Inſolent Reflexions upon ſome Learned Men, I took in- 
to conſideration alſo his vocabular Sins, and manifold 
Tranſgreſſions of the Laws of Grammar and Philology : 
And whereas he had viltfied his Adverſary as having wes- 
ther Greek »or Latine, I ſhew, that albeit the Charge 
had been never ſo true, yet that he was one of the un- 
fitteſt Perſons living to make it, for ſome certain Rea- 


fons fairly preſented to himin that Chapter. And laſtly 
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to bring up the Rear of all, I —_—_ it expedient to lay 
A 


open the Temper of the Man, his way of Writing ; 
His Immoderate Applauſes of himſelf above all before 
him, or about him, together with his diſdainful Treat- 
ment of all thar come in Iis way, as if they were not 
worthy to carry his Books after him, "Though (by what 
ſome of them have Wrote againſt him) it appears, that 
they have made too good uſe of their owz Books, to be fit 
fo carry his, In fine, I have in nay Peruſal of this Man's 
Writings, with the utmoſt exaCtneſs I was able, obſer- 
ved his way of ſpeaking borh of himſelf, and others 
and upon the reſult of all do moſt ſeriouſly and ſincerely 
affirm, That never did I (nor perhaps any one elſe) 
meet with ſo much confidence with ſo thin a Bottom to 
ſupport it ; and yet ſurely that Man ought to ſtand up- 
on a very broad and firm Bottom indeed, who ventures 
to defie all the World. | | 
And thus, to relieve the Reader's Memory, I have 
iven him this brief dranght 'or Scheme of the whole 
Work. In which, as it 1s this Author alone, whom I 


.. have undertook, fo I think fit to declare, That if any 


one beſides him, ſhall attempt an anſwer to this Dil- 
courſe, I ſhall not in the leaſt trouble or concern my ſelf 
about him, whoſoever he be ; but if this Author him- 
ſelf ſhall be diſpoſed to defend his New Notions and 
Hypotheſis by a. juſt and Scholaſtick Reply to whart I 
have here offered againſt them, T will not fa:l (God 
affording me ſuch a meaſure of Health and! Strength as 
may enable me for Study) to attend his Motions upon 
this Subject, as ſoon, and as often as he pleaſes. For I 
can hardly perſwade my ſelf that 1 have yet paid him all, 
that I owe him. Nevertheleſs I muſt leave this Admo- 
nition with him, That I neither can, nor ſhall account 
ſuch a Pamphler, as his late Apology, a juſt and ſufficient 
Anſwer to theſe Animadverſions. Cents In 
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In the mean time, fince the Reverend Dr. F. |. (ſpo- 
ken of in the preceding Chapter) in his Letters about 
the Trinity, and W. I. another very Learned Perſon, in 
his 2d. Leer to the ſaid Doctor, upon the ſame ſubject, 
have both of them been pleaſed to commend this Au- 

An bumble thor for ſeveral excellent Things in this Book, T do with 
Aldrejs to | : » : . 

4» 162-4 NE greateſt carneſtneſs of Entreaty, as well as with the 

DoFor 1. profoundeſt deference of Reſpect to their great Judg- 

v1 ments beg of them, thasthey would by a kind of cha- 

| ritable BenefaC&tion to ſuch low, and mean Underſtand- 

ings as mine, vouchſafe to point out in particular, what 

thoſe excellent Things are, and in what part of his Book 

they may be found ; and whether I have hit upon any 

of them in my Three immediately foregoing Chapters. 

For I have read the Book over and over ; as (after I 

had took up Thoughts of Anſwering it) it concerned 

me, in all Reaſon, ro do. And I do thercupon folemn- 

ly profeſs, that, according to the beſt of my poor Judg- 

ment, and that ordinary Meaſure of Learning which 

God has vouchſafed me, I can hardly find throughout 

the whole Work (unleſs perhaps, here and there a paſ- 

ſage or two againſt the Socrz7ans) ſo much as one "True, 

Through Stroke either in Dzvizity, or Philoſophy, or 

Logick, or even in Grammar ; and I confidently appeal 

to the ingenuous, and unbyalsd Reader, whether I 

+ have not in the foregoing Azimadverſions given very 

pregnant and particular Initances of this Author's groſs 

DefeCts in every one of theſe. And theretore my poor 

- Opinion and Advice is, That if theſe two Learned Men 

are reſolved to perfift in their Commendations of this 

Author (as there 15 nothing by which they can oblige 

him more) and withal to commend hinr upon ſure, un- 

deniable Grounds, they would hereafter wave all the 

torementioned Topicks of Commendation, and pitch 


upon 
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upon his true excellency by eommending him for his Pre- 
ferment ;, for that certainly is very commendable, 

And now, that I am wo my Leave of my Reader, 
(for rhis time at leaſt) chat TI may not leave him with 
any juſt Diſtaſte or Grudge in his Mind againſt me, es 
if I had treated this Man too ſeverely, I do aſſure him, 
that nothing has been here utter'd by Chance ;: or in 
the heat of any preſent paiſion, but upon a due, calm, 
and ſedate Conſideration of what he had ſaid falfly of 
others, asa Warrant for what was to be #ruly ſaid of 
him. And I do further aſſure the Reader, That I would 
by no means have treated a Candid, Civil, and Well- 
bred Adverſary, at the Rate, I have treated him, who 
has ſhewn no ſign of any one of theſe Qualifications, ei- 
ther in his Writings or Behaviour. And therefore tho? 
to accept Perſons be a Fault in the Sight of God and Man, 

et certainly to diſtinguiſh them is none. T have uſed 
bins as I found him ; and for what IT found him, he 
may thank himſelf. 

The Truth 1s, he has carried on an Offenſive War 
with moſt rhat have Wrote; and there are very few, 
whom he has not, one way or other, {truck at and De- 
fied. So that the Matter being in eictt brought to this. 
point, Whether He ſhall be too. hard for:the World, or 
the World for Him ? I hope it will not be long in decid- 
ing. He has fora great while, and in a very Audaci- 
ous manner been preying, and privatecring upon many 
a Worthy and Good Name, and as far as he was able 
made prize of the Reputation of Men better than Him- 
ſelf : And therefore it i5 now high time for ſuch to think 
of repaying the good Turns done them, and for the in- 
jured World to retaliate upon the Lawleſs Are. 
For this is, and has been the Cuſtom of Nations ; and all 


mult: 
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muſt m_ it to be a moſt juſt, equal, and allowed | 
+ 


Courſe; and ſince it is fo, *tis to be hop'd, that 
this is not the laft Reprija! that will be made upon 
Him, 


To the moi Holy and pep Trinity, Three Glorious 
Per ſons in one. and the ſame Undivided Godhead, 
be rendred and aſcribed all Honour and Praiſe, 
Thankſgiving and Adaration, now and. for ever- 
more. Amen. 


THE EN D. 


